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Second Iconoclastic Period. So far as I can see, modern scholarship 

is in complete agreement in its views on the Iconoclastic Controversy 
in the ninth century. The Russian historian F. I. Uspenski called the 
iconoclasm of the Second Period “already spiritually exhausted.” According 
to Ostrogorsky, the iconoclasts of the ninth century “lacked the intellectual 
freshness which had been characteristic of Iconoclasm in the eighth cen- 
tury. “The new Iconoclasm produced no new ideas. It resigned itself to 
repeating the old theses of its teachers” which were now “formulated more 
vaguely, diluted, and robbed of their previous vigor.” Elsewhere Ostrogor- 
sky even attributes to the Iconoclastic Council of 815 senile impotence, 
“epigonenhafte Impotenz.” These views, propounded by the man who had 
made the most profound and brilliant study of the Second Iconoclastic 
Period and who was furthermore one of the very few who had had access 
to some of the unpublished manuscript material dealing especially with 
the Second Period, were pretty generally acclaimed and underlie the more 
popular books on the Iconoclastic Controversy. To Martin “in these later 
stages of the controversy the philosophical and theological arguments were 
subsidiary to the appeal to authority.”* And if everybody is agreed that 
there was very little originality on the iconoclastic side during the Second 
Period, it stands to reason that scholars often do not have a very high 
opinion of the orthodox writers of the Second Period who undertake the 
refutation of the supposedly traditional iconoclastic arguments. 

In the course of my work on the Patriarch Nicephorus of Constan- 
tinople,” I have come to the conclusion that the current view cannot stand 
the test of critical examination. I shall attempt to show in this paper that 
the iconoclasm of the Council of St. Sophia, far from being the weak replica 
of the First Period, far from being tainted with “senile impotence’ and 
with “the exclusive reliance on authority,” is on the contrary the philosophi- 
cal climax of the entire Controversy. During this period the attention of 
both sides, iconoclasts and iconophiles, centers around one fundamental 
problem: the nature of the true religious image. Here was the most basic 
aspect of the entire problem that had hardly been touched upon during 
the eighth century. So long as it was not taken up, discussed, and settled 
in one sense or the other, the Controversy was concerned with relatively 
superficial aspects of the problem. It was only in the ninth century that 
iconoclasts and iconophiles came to grips with the real issue, and the theo- 
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logians of the ninth century show real originality in the way in which they 
probe its depth. 

Little need be said here about the life of the man to whom we are 
indebted for what we know about the position of the iconoclasts of 815 
and who devoted his entire adult life and his writings to a militant refuta- 
tion of iconoclasm: the Patriarch Nicephorus. He was born at Constan- 
tinople during the reign of the famous iconoclastic Emperor, Constantine 
V. His father, an Imperial Secretary, was an ardent image-worshipper and 
was exiled by the Emperor because of his religious convictions. Thus 
iconoclasm was the great issue that overshadowed Nicephorus’ life from 
the days of his childhood. The young man received a most careful education, 
and when he was grown up received an appointment in the Imperial Sec- 
retariate. In this capacity, he was the subordinate of Tarasius, whose suc- 
cessor he was to be on the patriarchal throne. Young Nicephorus attended 
the Seventh Ecumenical Council of 787 where he probably acted as manda- 
tor, ie., as a spokesman for the palace. Several years after the Council 
Nicephorus retired from the court, founded a monastery on the other side 
of the Straits, and devoted himself to ascetic exercises. Later on the Patri- 
arch Tarasius appointed him director of one of the Church's largest chari- 
table institutions in Constantinople, and in 806 he became Patriarch of 
Constantinople, thanks largely to pressure exercised on the clergy by the 
Emperor Nicephorus. During his patriarchate, Nicephorus clashed on vari- 
ous occasions with the monastic party led by Theodore Abbot of Studios. 
However, when in 813 Leo V the Armenian ascended the imperial throne 
and soon began to favor iconoclasm, Nicephorus and the monastic party put 
up a common front against this new outbreak of the heresy. Nicephorus was 
deposed and exiled to the monastery which he had founded. The exiled 
Patriarch decided to continue his fight by turning to the literary field.* From 
the new outbreak of the Controversy shortly before 815 to his death in 828 
Nicephorus wrote a large number of treatises, all of which attack specific 
documents written or adduced by the iconoclasts in favor of their views. It 
is unnecessary to draw up the impressive list of his theological works which 
were directed against the arguments of Constantine V, against certain patris- 
tic texts quoted by the iconoclasts such as those of Eusebius, Epiphanius, 
Macarius, and so forth. These texts have been published by cardinals Mai 
and Pitra. Here we are interested exclusively in an unpublished treatise by 
Nicephorus which is the climax of his literary activity, as well as the most 
complete treatment of the issues involved. 

This last and most important work by Nicephorus had a very long title: 
“Criticism and Refutation of the unlawful, undefined and truly spurious 


THE ICONOCLASTIC COUNCIL OF ST. SOPHIA 39 


Definition set forth by men who seceded from the Catholic and Apostolic 
Church and adhered to a foreign way of thinking, to the destruction of the 
saving dispensation granted by God the Word.” The very title of the work 
gives a hint of its content; for at least since the days of Irenaeus * works of 
an anti-heretical nature had gone under the title of “EXeyyos kai ’Avarpory, 
Detectio et Eversio, “Criticism and Refutation.” In the case of Nicephorus 
the heresy which he combatted was of course iconoclasm. So far as I know, 
only two manuscripts, both at Paris, the Graecus 1250 (B) and the Coislin- 
ianus 93 (C), contain this treatise. In 1939 these two manuscripts, as well 
as manuscripts of other treatises by Nicephorus, were examined at the 
Bibliothéque Nationale by one of the oldest and most learned friends of 
Dumbarton Oaks, my late teacher, Professor R. P. Blake. According to Pro- 
fessor Blake, somebody in the ninth century made a two-volume edition of 
Nicephorus’ theological works. The ”Edeyyos xai ’Avarpomy appeared in the 
second tome. The Paris manuscripts Graecus 1250 and Coisl. 93 derive from 
that second volume and date, according to Professor Blake, from the thir- 
teenth and fifteenth centuries, respectively — although another excellent 
paleographer was inclined to assign them to the fourteenth and twelfth cen- 
turies.” I have copied the entire treatise from Paris. Gr. 1250 and collated 
parts of Coisl. 93. The treatise as a whole is still unedited, though the Bene- 
dictine Banduri had planned a publication in the early 1700's, Serruys an- 
other early in our century, and a young Russian scholar, J. D. Andreev, a 
third in the 1920’s.° However, the treatise quotes at length from the Defini- 
tion of the Iconoclastic Council of 815, and these quotations were edited in 
our own century first by D. Serruys and later in a brilliant book by Ostrogor- 
sky.’ This method of picking the heretical raisins and leaving the orthodox 
cake was of course entirely unfair to Nicephorus’ treatise. What is more, 
the raisin-pickers overlooked a great deal, roughly one half, of the heretical 
material and consequently arrived at half-baked and even erroneous con- 
clusions.® 

Let me explain what I have in mind by examining for a moment the 
structure of the unpublished treatise. It clearly falls into two major parts, 
and the raisin-pickers have concentrated their attention exclusively upon 
the first part. In this first part the author quotes large sections of the Defini- 
tion issued by the Iconoclastic Council of 815 and refutes it sentence by 
sentence. The second and longer part of the treatise is the refutation of a 
florilegium of patristic quotations compiled by the iconoclastic bishops of 
815. That such a florilegium was compiled is clear from the Scriptor Incertus 
de Leone Armeno,° as well as from indications in N icephorus’ treatise. The 
treatise makes it clear, furthermore, that in it the patristic quotations col- 
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lected by the iconoclasts appear in the order in which they were attached to 
the Definition of 815 and that none of the quotations is omitted. It is this 
patristic florilegium attached to the Definition of 815 that has been neglected 
by previous students of Nicephorus and which will allow us to draw certain 
conclusions which the text of the Definition alone would hardly justify.” 

We must now consider for a moment the treatise to which we are in- 
debted for our quotations. It is clear first of all that it was not completed 
prior to the murder of Leo the Armenian on Christmas Day 820." It was 
written therefore when the Patriarch was in exile. There is some uncertainty 
about the conditions under which it was written. Later in the century, 
Photius referred in one of his letters to the relative freedom that Nicephorus 
had enjoyed in his exile under Leo V, especially to the fact that he had free 
access to books.” This is borne out by the “EXeyxos xat *Avarpom}, where 
Nicephorus not only quotes from a great number of patristic texts but on 
occasion even is able to consult several manuscripts of the same work and to 
derive from them variant readings.” In another passage, however, he ab- 
stains from pronouncing on the genuineness of a quotation on the grounds 
that he had been unable to obtain a manuscript of the work in question. He 
gives as his reason the fact that he was “already locked up in a very safe 
prison, was in no way granted freedom, certainly not to set foot outside, but 
not even to send out word.” “ In view of this somewhat conflicting evidence, 
we must assume that at times he was more severely guarded than at others. 
We may imagine the exiled Patriarch residing in the monastery which he 
himself had founded and dedicated to St. Theodore not far from Chalcedon. 
There he must have lived, sometimes in complete isolation, at other times 
in relative comfort, always pondering the great issue of iconoclasm which 
had overshadowed his life and especially his entire tenure of the patriarchal 
office. 

What was the content of that famous Definition of 815 which the first 
part of the "EAeyxos kal ’Avarpowy was meant to “criticize and overthrow’? 
It praised the Isaurian Emperors and the Iconoclastic Council of 754 for its 
fight against religious images and reénacted its canonical legislation. The 
Council of 754, so the bishops of 815 said, gave a long period of peace to the 
Church until it was ruined by the womanly simplicity of the Empress Irene 
and the Council of 787. Then the Lord took pity upon the world sunk into 
a flood of sin and sent it a second Noah (the Emperor Leo V). The Icono- 
philes, following the heresies condemned by the six ecumenical councils, 
either circumscribed the divine nature together with the human nature by 
painting the image of Christ, or separated the two. The bishops of 815 con- 
cluded by condemning the worship of the spurious images, invalidated the 
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decisions of 787, accepted those of 754, and declared the making of images 
to be devoid of worship and useless — while at the same time, in a spirit of 
compromise, expressly abstaining from calling them idols. 

Such is the content of the famous Definition of 815. While a new edition 
of this Definition is needed,” it is clear that a new study of the first part of 
Nicephorus' treatise will not add much to our knowledge of the Definition. 
If one looks only at the Definition, one will have to admit that it is an ex- 
ceedingly tame and disappointing document. The iconoclastic bishops say 
as little as possible on their own authority: they summarize and approve 
the iconoclastic Definition of 754, they summarize and reject the orthodox 
Definition of 787. Into their summaries they insert skillfully a review of the 
principal arguments used against religious images by the earlier iconoclasts. 
Only certain epithets give an inkling of what we shall recognize as the Coun- 
cil’s main thesis: the Saints are called “sharers in the form [of Christ]” (frg. 
9 rovs cuppdpdovs avrovd ayiovs), the icons are called “soulless” (frg. 18 
axpixous eixdor). Only once in the Definition does the Council of St. Sophia 
speak on its own authority, a fact which is clear even stylistically from the 
use of the first person plural: 


Embracing the straight doctrine we banish from the Catholic Church the invalid 
production, presumptuously proclaimed [by the Seventh Ecumenical Council of 787] 
of the spurious images (ray Wevdovipov cixdvev ) 18 


These epithets and this pronouncement — I repeat that it is the only one 
where the iconoclastic bishops speak in their own name — contains only one 
real objection to religious images: they are called “spurious.” To a ninth- 
century Byzantine who studied only the Definition (and not the florilegium) 
of 815, this charge of the spuriousness of pictorial images can have meant 
only one thing: a repetition of a famous argument used earlier by Con- 
stantine V and by the Council of Hiereia that a pictorial image of Christ 
was “spurious” and that the true image was the bread and wine of the 
Eucharist.” It will be seen presently that this was not at all the real doctrine 
of the Council of 815, yet there can be no doubt that in their Definition the 
bishops of the Council of St. Sophia take cover behind the shield of conciliar 
authority. It should be added that while they do not hesitate to revile their 
opponents in a general way, they hesitate to drive them into theological 
despair: the argument of idol-worship is officially disclaimed by the Coun- 
cil, and the famous dilemma of Constantine V—Monophysitism or Nes- 
torianism — is presented without naming these heresies. In a word, the 
Definition was expressed fortiter in modo, fortiter in re theologica, sed 
suaviter in re ecclesiastica. There can be no doubt that the iconoclastic bish- 
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ops of 815 thought that by relying in their Definition on conciliar authority 
and by abstaining from charging their opponents with specific heresies, 
they might have an easier time in winning them over to their side. 

Let us now examine with some care the patristic florilegium refuted in 
the second part of Nicephorus’ treatise. It quoted a passage from each of 
the following sources: "” 

Apostolic Constitutions ({rg. 17) 

Asterius of Amaseia, Homilia I: De Divite et Lazaro ( =P.G. XL, 168 B) 

(frg. 18) 

A certain Leontius (frg. 19) 

Theodotus of Galatia (frg. 20) 

Basil of Seleucia (frg. 21) 

Amphilochius of Iconium, Encomium on St. Basil ( = Oriens Christianus 

XXXI [1934] 68 sq.) (frg. 22) 

Basil the Great, First Homily on the Creation of Man in the Image of 

God ( =P.G. XLIV, 273A-B) (frg. 23) 

Gregory of Nyssa (frg. 24) 

Gregory Nazianzen (frg. 25) 

John Chrysostom, In Romanum Martyrem ( =P.G. L, 616) (rg. 26) 
John Chrysostom, Homily on Abraham (frg. 27) 

John Chrysostom, On the Gaoler (frg. 28) 

A letter by the ascete Nilus to Olympiodorus (P.G. LXXIX, 577) (frg. 

29 ) 

A great number of passages attributed to Epiphanius (frgs. 30A—D ) 


In our analysis of this florilegium we are interested primarily in the fol- 
lowing questions: What objections to religious images are the patristic 
quotations contained therein supposed to convey to the reader? And do 
these objections tally with those expressed (or at least alluded to) in the 
Definition itself? To facilitate an answer to these questions, it will be advis- 
able to reduce the patristic material of the florilegium in order to be able 
to recognize its purpose. Now if we wish to penetrate to the core of icono- 
clastic thought in 815, it will obviously be advisable to study most carefully 
those quotations of the florilegium that had not been used before by the 
Council of Hiereia. I shall henceforth designate such passages as “new 
passages.” If anywhere, the motivation and tendencies of iconoclastic 
thought in 815 should appear in these “new passages,” i.e., in our fragments 
17, 18, 19, 21, 28, 24, 26, 27, 29, 30 B, 30 C, 80 D.” Of these “new” quota- 
tions, the passages from the Apostolic Constitutions (frg. 17), from John 
Chrysostom’s De Abraham (frg. 27), from Nilus’ letter to Olympiodorus 
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(frg. 29), and from Epiphanius’ letters to the Emperor Theodosius ({frg. 
30 C) and to Johannes of Aelia (frg. 30 D), do not seem to contain any idea 
that was not already contained in the passages used by the Council of 
Hiereia. Of the other “new passages,” the most important and most elaborate 
was undoubtedly that taken from Epiphanius’ Treatise against Those Who 
Are Engaged in Making, after the Fashion of Idols, Images in the Likeness 
of Christ, the Mother of God, Martyrs, Angels and Prophets (frg. 30 B). 
Here is the claim that images of the saints do not honor but rather dishonor 
them. Here, as in the Definition itself, the images are called “spurious” 
(evdevupor). Here is the request to set up the Apostles’ commandments as 
their images through the virtues (ovxody eixdvas atrav [ie., Tov “Amoord\av | 
TAS avT@V évrodas du dperav aoTnowpev ) — Which I understand to mean that, 
to portray the Apostles, one has to acquire their virtues and obey their com- 
mands. And we also have here the assertion that the Apostles never com- 
manded anybody to look at their images in memory of their form (iSéa). 
Pictorial representations of Christ and the saints are “spurious” images 
(yevddvupor eixdves), in reality they are not images at all, according to 
Epiphanius. Why not? Because, according to 1 John 8:2, as quoted by 
Epiphanius, “when He appears, we are to be like Him,” and, according to 
Romans 8:29 (the wording of which Epiphanius changed slightly to suit 
his purposes ), the saints “would share in the shape of the Son of God.” If 
that was so, i.e., if the saints were somehow like Christ, then a pictorial 
representation of saints was possible only if it was possible for Christ. Was 
it possible for Christ? Obviously not, for he is incomprehensible and uncir- 
cumscribable, otherwise he would not be like the Father and would be 
unable to give life to the dead. Christ, Epiphanius says, can be worshipped 
only “in the spirit and in truth,” and any pictorial representation of him is a 
“pseudonymous image,” a “spurious” image. The same must be said of the 
saints, whose true image is not a pictorial portrait but the imitation of 
their virtues. 

So much about the passage from Epiphanius. The remaining “new pas- 
sages” underline the thesis of Epiphanius’ treatise (and of the Council of 
St. Sophia ) that pictorial representations of Christ and the saints are not true 
images. The quotation from Asterius of Amaseia (frg. 18) forbids pictorial 
representations of Jesus Christ and ordains the listener “to carry Christ in 
his soul and to carry the incorporeal Word about in his mind (vonrés).” 
The passage from Leontius (frg. 19) points out that painters rightly disagree 
regarding the image (eixav) of Christ because it was different at different 
stages of his life and that the likeness (éowotSiov) can be acquired only 
in the heart. The passage from Basil of Seleucia (frg. 21) states that the 
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only way of commemorating the saints is by reading about them, not by 
“the evil art of these figures.” In interpreting Genesis 1:26 on the creation 
of Man in the image and likeness of God, Basil the Great (frg. 23) is said 
to make a distinction between “image” and “likeness.” A painter's “image” 
is “lying vain and idle,” whereas creation in God’s “likeness” gave Man the 
power of becoming like God. The purport of this quotation was to show that 
St. Basil did not have a very high opinion of Man’s creation in the “image” 
of God but saw the dignity of Man in the power given to him by divine grace 
to make himself resemble God through his own efforts — a view in harmony 
with the iconoclastic contention that the true representation of Christ and 
of the saints was the virtuous man. The quotation from Gregory of Nyssa 
(frg. 24) emphasizes the supra-corporeal nature of Christ. The sentences 
from John Chrysostom’s In Romanum Martyrem (frg. 26) insist that Christ 
cannot be perceived by the senses and that he is concerned exclusively with 
human souls and their salvation. 

The “line” indicated by the “new passages’ is, therefore, clear: pictures 
of Christ and of the saints are “spurious,” and their only true image is the 
virtuous Christian worshipping God in his heart.” 

Now the reader will recall that the one contention made in the Definition 
of St. Sophia on the authority of the Council itself was that pictorial 
images are “spurious.” It is certainly no mere accident that the entire pa- 
tristic florilegium is an elaboration of that thesis.” It now is clear, also, that 
the point about the spuriousness of pictorial images made in the Definition 
was not a replica of the earlier thesis of Constantine V and of the Council 
of Blachernae that the only true image of Christ was the bread and wine of 
the Eucharist. Theologically, that doctrine, making of the Eucharist an 
image of Christ rather than his body itself, was dangerous ground which 
had given an altogether too easy weapon to the iconophiles. The doctrine 
of the spuriousness of pictorial images means something entirely different 
to the Council of St. Sophia from what it had meant to the Council of 
Hiereia — although the term remains the same: the true image of Christ is 
no longer the Eucharist but Man endowed with the Christian virtues.” 

If the interpretation of the Council of St. Sophia as given here has any 
merits, then the iconoclasts of the Second Period were indeed not merely 
repeating the arguments of their predecessors of Hiereia. The bishops of St. 
Sophia are concentrating as explicitly as possible on what had been by im- 
plication, as Ostrogorsky had seen,” the central problem of the Controversy 
since the days of Constantine V: the nature of the true image. To Constan- 
tine V the true image had to be consubstantial with the original: xai ei cards, 
6pdovatov avTnv [THv eikdva] eivar Tov eixovilopévov.” For the Council of St. 
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Sophia, the “true image” of Christ and the saints was not any kind of pic- 
torial representation. The only true image was, in the language of the quota- 
tion from Basil the Great (frg. 23), Man who “with permission of God, made 
himself resemble God.” Here was an iconoclastic doctrine that, philosophi- 
cally speaking, was immeasurably more profound than that of the earlier 
period, although by implication it was still based on the same premise. This 
premise was that the image had to be consubstantial with the original. The 
Christological arguments first advanced by Constantine V and then taken 
up by the Council of Hiereia were more basic from a theological point of 
view; they connected the image controversy with the earlier Christological 
disputes. But they applied exclusively to the image of Christ. Constantine 
V once had said, in one of his programmatic speeches, that if he could con- 
vince his listeners that the image of Christ was inadmissible, it would be 
easy for him to repeat the operation for other religious images.”* Actually, 
the case for iconoclasm was more easily made in the case of the image of 
Christ than for that of the saints — though it is very far from my purpose to 
belittle the ingenuity of Constantine’s formulation of the Christological 
argument. It was after all obvious to every Christian that Christ was more 
than an ordinary human being, and the pictorial representation of Christ 
was therefore theologically at least questionable. But such a way of think- 
ing was not applicable to the saints. To invalidate pictorial representations 
of Christ and saints, it was necessary to strike much deeper, to develop a 
philosophy of religious representation, and this is precisely what the Council 
of St. Sophia did. True, the Council availed itself of a doctrine implied and 
even of the terminology used in the works of Constantine V. To this extent, 
therefore, it is true that the spirit of Constantine V triumphed in 815. But 
the Council of St. Sophia spelled out in detail the implications of Con- 
stantine’s philosophy of religious representation, of course without spe- 
cifically referring to it. A religious personality, Christ or a saint, could be 
represented only by something consubstantial with this personality. From 
this it followed that the pictorial image of a religious personality, Christ or 
saint, was not a true representation but “spurious” and therefore in- 
admissible. 

So far we have deduced the meaning of the Council of St. Sophia from 
its Definition and from its patristic florilegium, without paying attention to 
Nicephorus’ refutation. In fact, our interpretation is confirmed when we 
turn to the “Edeyxos Kal ’Avarpomy. The very title of the treatise is illumi- 
nating: 

Criticism and Refutation of the unlawful, undefined and truly spurious Definition set 
forth by men who seceded from the Catholic and Apostolic Church and adhered to a 
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foreign way of thinking, to the destruction of the saving dispensation granted by God 
the Word.?? 


Every word of this title is chosen with deliberation. I have commented be- 
fore (p. 39) on the implications of the words “Criticism and Refutation.” 
It is also obvious what is meant with the charge that the iconoclasts were 
destroying the “saving dispensation granted by God the Word.” This is the 
traditional claim of the iconophiles that the iconoclasts, by rejecting Christ’s 
image, were denying the Incarnation. But how are we to interpret the con- 
tention that the Definition of the Council of St. Sophia is “unlawful, un- 
defined and truly spurious”? Is this mere rhetoric, or do we have here basic 
contentions of the militant Patriarch? It would seem to me that these three 
adjectives sum up Nicephorus’ main objections to the Definition of 815. The 
Definition is deopos or unlawful: the meaning of this charge is explained 
particularly at the beginning of the treatise. The Definition is unlawful, 
first, because the bishops assembled at St. Sophia had signed a written 
promise “on the altar of God and in the face of God and the angels and the 
entire congregation of the Church” not to assemble in holy synods (B 175a). 
Nicephorus secondly considers the Definition “lawless” because, as he says 
in the text of the treatise, it raised a dogmatic issue, but Rome and the 
patriarchs were not represented at the Council (B 175b). The charge of 
“lawlessness” against the Definition thus has the very specific meaning that 
no local synod at Constantinople could nullify the decision of an Ecumenical 
Council. The typically Byzantine pun that the Definition is “ill-defined” 
(ddpioros) has an equally precise meaning. In the body of the treatise, 
Nicephorus criticizes the iconoclasts for being entirely negative, for reject- 
ing the iconophile position without offering anything of their own: 


But they define nothing. They demolish and reject the other view. . . But they 
neither affirmed nor constructed anything of their own, for they had nothing to 
affirm ... and the lie is undefined and unsubstantial, and they could not stop it. 
Their Definition has only the power of denial and negation but possesses in no way at 
all a principle of affirmation. Therefore it may not even be called a Definition if defini- 
tions properly so called proceed from affirmations and from assertions and reveal what 
the subject is rather than what it is not. For a definition is a brief saying revealing the 
essence of the subject . . .”° 


From this excerpt it is clear that Nicephorus called the Definition “un- 
defined” because it merely rejected that of the Seventh Ecumenical Council 
without saying anything positive of its own. Now we remember that there is 
indeed some reason for this criticism. Most of the Definition of 815 was 
taken up with the rejection of the Definition of Nicaea and the reaffirmation 
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of that of the Council of Hiereia. We noted, however, one significant excep- 
tion: the one thing that the Council of Blachernae does on its own authority 
is that it calls the images “spurious.” Is it not significant that Nicephorus 
applies to the iconoclastic Definition of 815 the very epithet “truly spurious” 
which his opponents had fastened upon pictorial images? Does this not indi- 
cate that Nicephorus considered this iconoclastic thesis, i.e., that pictorial 
images were not “true” images, one of the most important lines of attack 
used by his opponents, comparable in its importance only with the Christo- 
logical implications of the iconoclastic position? Is it not as if N icephorus 
wanted to say in his title: “You call religious images ‘spurious.’ I tell you, 
and I shall demonstrate to you in the body of my treatise, that they are true 
images. What is ‘really spurious’ is your own Definition.” In view of the 
occurrence of the epithet in the title of the treatise, where every word, as 
we have seen, is heavy with meaning, this does not seem to me an unwar- 
ranted inference. In fact, most of the treatise is devoted to a rejection of 
two lines of argumentation: the one based on Christological doctrine, and 
the other based on the new doctrine of the true image. At first sight it might 
seem that the refutation of the Christological doctrine takes up much more 
space than that of the doctrine of the true image. Strictly speaking, the 
refutation of the spuriousness of pictorial images takes up only three folios 
out of a total of one hundred and sixty (in manuscript B), while N icephorus 
returns to the issue of Christology repeatedly and at great length. But after 
all it should be kept in mind that the Definition itself dealt with the spuri- 
ousness of pictorial images in exactly one word and that the real burden of 
the charge was elaborated upon in the florilegium of patristic quotations. In 
reality, then, the entire second part of Nicephorus’ treatise — or ninety-five 
out of a total of one hundred and sixty folios — is devoted to the refutation 
of the doctrine of the true image. Nicephorus’ refutation thus seems to bear 
out the thesis of this paper concerning the real meaning of the iconoclastic 
Council of St. Sophia. 

One last remark before we conclude our discussion of the iconoclastic 
side and turn our attention to the iconophiles. It remains puzzling that the 
iconoclasts of 815 relegated the positive side of their contention to the flori- 
legium and only hinted at it in the Definition. One may speculate why this 
was done. In the first place, it was good strategy to “define” as little as pos- 
sible, and since the object of the Definition was negative — the rejection of 
religious images — there was no need to make the positive side of the icono- 
clastic views a part of the formal Definition. But secondly, there simply was 
no conciliar authority for the positive side of the doctrine of the true image, 
and the iconoclasts of St. Sophia thought — probably rightly — that in order 
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to prevail it was expedient not to advance, in the formal Definition, beyond 
the positions covered by the authority of the Council of Hiereia. 

If, then, the distinction between false and true images is the major new 
attack of the iconoclasts of the ninth century, the question arises: How did 
Nicephorus meet it? Nicephorus begins by stating that to call Christ’s pic- 
torial image false (pevdys ) is equivalent to saying that every image of Christ 
is false: “But there never could be the absurd argument which would deny 
that a thing endowed with real existence and naturally capable of repre- 
sentation by image could not be delineated in one particular way but admit 
that it could be represented in some other way.” ” If the iconoclasts were 
tight, then neither Man in general nor the priest in particular would be in 
the image of Christ. 

The only trouble with this counter-argument is that the argument which 
it calls “absurd” is precisely the thesis of the iconoclasts — and you do not 
refute an argument by calling it names. As if he realized the insufficiency of 
his effort, Nicephorus therefore goes on with his refutation. An image is a 
likeness (6uoiwpa), and as such it belongs to the logical category of relation. 
The similarity between thing represented and representation binds them to- 
gether in form though they differ in nature. Consequently, where there is 
similarity, the two things that resemble each other come into being together 
and are destroyed together.” If you have the portrait of an emperor and 
if the emperor is a true emperor, then his image will be a true image; but if 
he is a false emperor, then his portrait will be false. In fact, the image of a 
false thing is not an image at all, like centaurs and goat-stags. Now in evalu- 
ating this counter-argument of Nicephorus, difficile est saturam non scribere, 
so full is it of the most elementary logical blunders. It just is not true that 
there can be no falseness of the image without falseness of the original: the 
process of pictorial representation can certainly “distort” the truth contained 
in the original. And if Aristotle had said in the Categories ** that correlatives 
come into existence simultaneously and that they cancel each other, he of 
course did not mean that they depended upon each other in their existence 
but merely in their relation. Neither Aristotle nor his Byzantine commenta- 
tors would have said, as Nicephorus claims, that if an image of Christ was 
false Christ himself was false, or did not exist, but merely that in this case 
Christ was no longer the original for this particular kind of image. But what- 
ever the validity of Nicephorus’ counter-arguments, we are here interested 
primarily in the fact that he applies to the problem of religious images a 
concept of Aristotelian logic, i.e., the category of relation. 

The application of Aristotelian philosophy to the problem of images does 
not stop here. To disprove the spuriousness of the religious images, Niceph- 
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orus further relies on the Aristotelian doctrine of causation. Nicephorus 
knows five meanings of the word “cause,” of which three agree with Aris- 
totle’s own: the efficient, the material, and the final cause. But in the place 
of Aristotle’s formal cause there appear the instrumental and the exemplary 
cause.” For his present argument Nicephorus uses exclusively the exem- 
plary cause. The exemplary cause of Christ’s pictorial image is Christ him- 
self or his form, and the iconoclasts by calling the images “spurious” destroy 
the corporeal form or pattern itself after which the image is modeled.” 

The question naturally arises: How does Nicephorus deal with the posi- 
tive side of the iconoclastic argument, i.e., with the contention that the true 
image of the saints is the reproduction of their virtues? So far as I can see, 
he deals with it only twice, namely, in connection with the quotations from 
Theodotus of Galatia (frg. 20) and from Amphilochius of Iconium (frg. 22). 
If the virtues of the saints can be reproduced, so Nicephorus says in discuss- 
ing the first quotation, this should all the more be true of their bodies. The 
virtues are activities exercised by the bodies of the saints. Their bodies are 
therefore active, productive, causes, and prior, while the virtues are passive, 
receptive, effects, and secondary. The virtues of the saints reveal their capa- 
bilities, but their form (i8éa) reveals the saints themselves and is therefore 
more worthy of honor.** This defense, which is again couched in the lan- 
guage of the schools, would emphasize the physical over the spiritual aspects 
of the religious personality, but the point should perhaps not be pressed un- 
duly since this was hardly Nicephorus’ intention. Similarly, in refuting the 
passage from Amphilochius of Iconium, Nicephorus points out that the 
bodies of the saints bear witness to the condition of their souls and are the 
instruments of their sainthood. He adds that the sense of sight is the fore- 
most and most impressive of the senses ** —a statement for which again 
there was ample precedent in Aristotle and in the philosophy of the Byzan- 
tine schools. On the whole, one must admit that Nicephorus’ refutation of 
the principal iconoclastic thesis is not convincing. His treatise is learned 
and applies to a theological problem concepts of Aristotelian logic and phys- 
ics. It is incisive and decisive where the genuiness and interpretation of 
a Biblical or patristic passage is concerned. Yet neither the argument from 
the category of relation, nor that from causation, nor that from the relation- 
ship of body and virtues seems a valid answer to the iconoclastic argument 
of the spuriousness of pictorial images. 

We must now return to the general problem to which this paper is de- 
voted and try to summarize our conclusions. Was the Second Period of 
Iconoclasm really one of “spiritual exhaustion,” of “senile impotence,” of 
mere reliance on authority, of slavish imitation of the First Period? We have 
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seen how this misinterpretation of the evidence arose. It is due to the simple 
fact that in order to be conciliatory and to make the best use of conciliar 
authority the Council of St. Sophia, in its Definition, did indeed to a large 
extent simply repeat and approve what had been said by the Council of 
Hiereia. But we know now that the real thesis of the Council was developed 
in the florilegium, and that during the Second Period of Iconoclasm the 
emphasis lay elsewhere than before. True, somewhere or other, in the Deft- 
nition or in the florilegium, every single one of the old arguments used by 
the earlier iconoclasts is repeated. This is particularly true of the famous 
Christological argument. True also that the new “line” of 815, in its formu- 
lation, “The pictorial image is spurious,” reminds one of Constantine V and 
of the Council of Hiereia with their doctrine of the Eucharist as the only 
true image of Christ. The difference lies, however, in the new positive mean- 
ing implied by this term and made explicit in the patristic florilegium: for 
the Council of St. Sophia the only true image of Christ and of the saints is 
Man endowed with the Christian virtues. It is on this point that the Council 
of St. Sophia places the emphasis, and the final judgment on the Council and, 
with it, on the iconoclasm of the ninth century, must be based on the answer 
to the question: How original was that position itself? Here everything de- 
pends on what one calls “original.” If we mean by it a position never taken 
by anybody before, we must state categorically that it was not original at 
all. For Origen, in the third Christian century, the problem of a Christian 
art had hardly existed, yet he had justified the Christian opposition to pagan 
cult images, in a passage to which Jean Daniélou and Professor Florovsky 
have recently called attention, by exactly the same argument as that used 
by the iconoclasts in 815: 


[Our] cult-statues and fitting offerings to God are not fabricated by uneducated 
craftsmen but are rendered clear and formed within us by the Word of God: the virtues, 
which are imitations of “the first born of all creation” (Col. I 15) in Whom are the 
patterns of justice, prudence, courage, wisdom, piety and of the other virtues. There- 
fore cult-statues are in all those who, in accordance with the Divine Word, furnish for 
themselves justice and courage and wisdom and piety and the furnishings of the other 
virtues. . . And in each of those who, to the best of their ability, imitate Him even in 
this respect there is the cult-statue “in the likeness of the Creator” (Col. III 10) which 
they furnish by contemplating God with a pure heart when they have become imitators 
of God (Ephes. V 1). And in short, all Christians attempt to erect the aforesaid altars 
and the cult-statues mentioned before, not those that are without soul and without per- 
ception and that let greedy demons reside in objects without soul, but those that receive 
the Spirit of God, coming to rest upon the aforementioned cult-statues of virtue and 
upon him who is “in the likeness of the Creator” as Its own [kindred]; thus the Spirit 
of Christ will also settle upon “those who share in His shape” (rois, iv’ otrws dvopdoo, 
cvppdppors, cf. Rom. VIII 29), to use that expression. . .*° 
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From the Alexandrian School the view of the virtuous human soul as the 
image of Christ was taken up by the Fathers of the Church, notably by 
Gregory of Nyssa, however with the difference that the pagan statue, which 
for Origen had been replaced by the true Christian man, now appears merely 
as a literary simile.” 

An examination of the Definition (including the florilegium) of St. 
Sophia, thus, seems to point toward a connection of the iconoclasts of 815 
with Origenism.** This brings to mind a recent study of iconoclasm by Pro- 
fessor Florovsky to which the present writer is greatly indebted. In it Pro- 
fessor Florovsky inferred, from the use of Eusebius’ Letter to the Empress 
Constantia by the iconoclasts in the eighth century and from its unquestion- 
ably Origenist flavor, that the inspiration of iconoclasm was Origenist.” We 
now have an incomparably broader basis for Florovsky’s thesis: the decisions 
of the Council of St. Sophia in 815 are steeped in the thought and argu- 
mentation with which we are familiar from the passage quoted from Origen. 
Let us not forget, however, that among certain iconoclasts, notably with the 
Emperor Constantine V, there are clear indications of Monophysite tend- 
encies.*® Let us remember also that the notion of the virtuous man as the 
true image of the deity was older than Origen, who took it from Clement of 
Alexandria and shared it with his pagan contemporaries Plotinus and Por- 
phyry.* Both the Origenist and the Monophysite labels of iconoclasm, 
therefore, seem somewhat narrow, and its true nature can perhaps be seen 
best if we consider what Origenism, Monophysitism, and iconoclasm have 
in common: they put undue emphasis (from the orthodox point of view) on 
the divine aspect of Christ at the expense of his humanity. Origenism, Mono- 
physitism, and iconoclasm, thus, are — and this was again suggested by 
Florovsky — manifestations of that strand of Hellenic mentality to which 
the concept of “Christ crucified” seemed “foolishness” (I Corinthians 1:23) 
and which made piety a concern for the inner man. 

The main thesis of the Council of St. Sophia, then, was not “original,” 
in the sense that it had never been stated before — though it certainly had 
not been stated in this way by the iconoclasts of the First Period. But I am 
afraid that if originality is defined so strictly there will be very little origi- 
nality left. In the history of thought, originality does not lie only in the first 
formulation of a thesis. There can be real originality where a thesis first 
proclaimed more or less incidentally by others is made the foundation stone 
for the solution of a new set of problems. This is what happened in the 
Second Period of Iconoclasm with the doctrine of the true Christian cult- 
statues formulated by Origen. The iconoclasts of the Second Period are cer- 
tainly not indebted to the First Period for their principal thesis. True to 
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Hellenic tradition, the iconoclasts of the Second Period use Origen’s doc- 
trine of the true Christian cult-statue as a basis for an elaborate attack on 
Christian religious images. Here was real originality,” just as there had been 
originality in Constantine V’s connecting the image problem with Chris- 
tology. Originality may be claimed not only for the iconoclastic but also for 
the iconophile side, which, in order to meet the new “line,” relied on Aris- 
totelian philosophy. The spiritual force of iconoclasm was therefore far 
from spent in the ninth century. In fact, the full depth of the attack on reli- 
gious images was not probed prior to the Council of St. Sophia. The opposi- 
tion to the pictorial images of the saints, for example, could be put on the 
same footing as that to images of Christ only after the problem of the nature 
of religious images as such had been raised. This fresh and vigorous attack, 
as is frequent in the history of thought and particularly of religious thought, 
produced an original and learned, if not altogether convincing and final, 
defense on the part of the image-worshippers, and particularly the literary 
masterpieces of Theodore of Studios and of Nicephorus of Constantinople. 


HoBART AND WILLIAM SMITH COLLEGES 
Geneva, New York 


NOTES 


1. F. I. Uspenski, as quoted by A. A. Vasiliev, Histoire de Tempire byzantin, I (Paris, 
1932) 380; Georg Ostrogorsky, Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Bilderstreites, 
Historische Untersuchungen 5 (Breslau, 1929) p. 56; also Geschichte des byzantinischen 
Staates, Byzantinisches Handbuch, in Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft XII, 1, 2 
(Munich, 1940) p. 141; Edward James Martin, A History of the Iconoclastic Controversy 
(London, 1930) 190; Emile Amann, L’Epoque carolingienne, Histoire de lEglise 6 (Paris, 
1947) 230: “Jean [Hylilas] se fit ouvrir les bibliothéques et les chartriers tant des couvents 
que des églises: il n’y trouva que les actes du concile de Hiéria; depuis trois quarts de siécle 
la critique des iconoclastes n’avait pas fait de progrés.” In the last resort, all these statements 
go back to the iconophile Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armeno, P.G. CVIII, 1025 A-B, who 
asserts that the committee charged by the Emperor Leo V to compile a florilegium of icono- 
clastic quotations did not make progress until they found the florilegium attached to the 
Definition of the Iconoclastic Council of Hiereia (754) and looked up the passages quoted 
there. Although, in this paper, I shall have to disagree repeatedly with findings of Ostrogor- 
sky, I want to record here my indebtedness to his publications, without which my work 
would have been impossible. 

2. I hope to complete, in the near future, a biography of this author, as well as an 
edition of his unpublished main work, the *EXeyyxos cal ’Avatpown- 

3. The biographical data are based on Ignatius Diaconus’ Vita Nicephori written within 
one generation after the death of the saint and published by Carl de Boor in the appendix to 
his edition of Nicephorus’ Opuscula Historica (Leipzig, 1880) 130-217. 

4. The full title of Irenaeus’ Contra Haereses was ’Edéyxov cai “Avatpomis Tis Yevdovipou 
yvecens BiBAta wévTE; cf. the edition by W. Wigan Harvey, I, 1. 

5. R. P. Blake, “Note sur l’activité littéraire de Nicéphore I” Patriarche de Constanti- 
nople,” Byzantion XIV (1939) 1-15; Paul Maas, “Die ikonoklastische Episode in dem Brief 
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des Epiphanius an Johannes,” B.Z. XXX (1929-30) 279-286, esp. 279. Maas’s ninth-century 


archetype is possibly identical with the edition in two volumes the existence of which was 
proved by Blake. Robert Devreesse, who does not cite Blake’s paper, assigns Coisl. 93 to the 
eleventh or twelfth century (Le Fonds Coislin, Paris, 1945). 

6. On Banduri’s projected edition see his Conspectus (most conveniently in P.G. C, 
17-38). On Andreev’s project, Ostrogorsky, Studien, 47. 

7. Daniel Serruys, “Les Actes du concile iconoclaste de l’'an 815,” Ecole Frangaise de 
Rome, Mélanges darchéologie et dhistoire XXIII (1903) 345-351; and Ostrogorsky, 
Studien, 48-51. 

8. In this article, as I must sadly confess, I have myself sinned in the same way as 
others before me. I can only plead that the paper is based on a careful transcript and study 
of the entire treatise. 

9. Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armeno: see above, note 1. A. Ehrhard (in Karl Krum- 
bacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Literatur etc., Handbuch der klassischen Altertums- 
wissenschaft IX, 1 [2d ed., Munich, 1897] p. 68) thought that the florilegium was lost. 
Banduri as well as Serruys recognized that the florilegium was preserved. Ostrogorsky, Studien, 
58 f: “Auf die eigentlichen Bestimmungen des Konzils folgt eine Kette von solchen Zeugnissen 
aus den Kirchenvatern. . . Auf die Wiedergabe all dieser Zeugnisse glaubte ich verzichten 
zu konnen. . .” By omitting the florilegium, Ostrogorsky came to an erroneous appraisal of 
the Council of St. Sophia, as we shall see. 

10. First part of Nicephorus’ treatise: B fols. 178a-235b and C fols. la-66a. Second 
part: B fols. 235b-332a and C fols. 66a-158b. In B fol. 237a, immediately preceding the first 
quotation of the iconoclastic florilegium, we find the following line: dpyh ris rév ypyoewr 
dvatpomjs; While C fol. 66b has in the margin: dpyy rév ypyoewv. The formulae introducing 
each quotation of the florilegium are printed in the Appendix and will show that Nicephorus 
is quoting all the quotations in the order in which they appeared in the florilegium. 

11. Nicephorus, *EXeyxos xait *Avatporj, on Leo V: eis olov téAos Ta ETLKEXELPN EVA. 
exBeBnke, TO Ovovactyprov péeya Kexpdgerat, 0 Kai Cav Kaxds Kabaipov é€BeByrov Kat dvarpovpevas 
évdixws TO AVOpw Tov évayov aipdtwv TA€oV Expave TE Kal KaTepoAer, déia dvTws TA erixepa THs 
cis Xpuotov BBpews SeEdpevos 6 GAttypros (B fol. 174a, C missing). Again Nicephorus says (C fol. 
35a—b, lost in B), in answering frg. 11 of the Definition (see Appendix) and after character- 
izing Leo V in harsh terms as a persecutor: xai dde [i.e., as follows] cs dAnOds e'rety ebkaipor" ef 
Krpios SaBand dia orddyxva €A€ovs Kai oiktippyev abrod éréBAeWer €& odpavod dytov KaToLKyTNpiov 
avTod Kat Katndénoev Kal €BonOnoev jpiv Kat Tov éxavactavta TH éxkAnola addov Kai KAVSwva 
TapadcEws KatTnlivacey Kal TH KaTacyisu THs darogtagias Kai dvoceBeias emitdEas cis atpav yadnvidcar 
eoTnOEV Kal TOV GYEdoOpoV TOUTWY TOY aiTLOV, THY TaVTWY TOY KaKOY Top\ywTaTny Pow, WHdo.s 
eoxpitos peteAOay ov iy a&vos éxrroduv éroinoaro, obdev ex@AvEY TOUS KaTa THVDE THY ApynV amavTas 
peylotw Kat éaroiw mepirecovtas vavayiw eis BvOdv dmortias xato\wGeiv. These are allusions to 
the murder of Leo V in the Palace Chapel of St. Stephen on the morning of Christmas 820 
(see J. B. Bury, A History of the Eastern Roman Empire (London, 1912] 52 f.) and to the 
tolerant religious policy of Michael II. 

12. Photius, Epistulae, I 16 (P.G. CII, 768 B). 

13. I quote an instance primarily editorum Gregorii Nysseni in usum. The Council of 
St. Sophia quoted a passage from Gregory of Nyssa, without further identification, as follows: 
pnkere THY TonaTudy Kat SovdAiKyy poppyy év TH ceavTod rioTE dvatuTHoy, GAAG Tov ev TH SOEN Tor 
Ilarpos dvra kai év poppy Geod vrdpyovta Kai @edv évra Adyoy, TodTov mpooKive, Kat py THY Toe 
Sovdov popdyv (B 278a, C 107b). Nicephorus remarks (B 279b, C 109b): y.vesonesv 8€ yp as ev 
TLL TOV avTLypadu Peperau: Tov év TH S0En Tot Ilatpos d6vra Kal Wedv 6vra, Totrov mpockive. NaBovra 
tHv TOO SovAov popdyy. 

14. In discussing the authenticity of an Encomium on Basil attributed by the Council 
of 815 to Amphilochius of Iconium (frg. 22), Nicephorus says: Auiv yap obk éLeyévero, xalrot 
TOoAAG Kapotow, OTL phy evi povw dvTLypddw, Kal Tot'Tw veoypddw, meEpiTvyeiv ev povpais 
doparearatas On éyKkabepypevors Kal pndapod edrA€vOepraley avyKeywpnpevots, od pv odd dda 
mpoteivey momote (B 275a, C 105a). 

15. In the Appendix the reader will find a new edition of the Definition of 815. I had 
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originally thought to reprint that of Ostrogorsky. Soon, however, I convinced myself that in 
certain respects Serruys’ edition was better than that of Ostrogorsky. Ostrogorsky’s fragments 
3, 6, and 7, which he was so proud (Studien, p. 48) to have added to those collected by 
Serruys, are in reality quotations by Nicephorus from the Council of Hiereia (754). This is 
made quite clear by the trend of Nicephorus’ argument (which it would take too long to 
sketch here). The fragments 5, 6, and 7 are even printed among the Acts of the Seventh 
Council of Nicaea (787), (frg. 5 Ostrogorsky = Mansi XIII 324 D-E, 328C; frg. 6 
Ostrogorsky = Mansi XIII 221C; frg. 7 Ostrogorsky = Mansi XIII 225D, 229A, D-E). 
Serruys seems to have realized this: “C’est ainsi qu’il [Nicephorus] reproduit en partie les 
actes de 754” (p. 346). Ostrogorsky’s error was due, partly, to insufficient study of Nicephorus’ 
presentation, partly to the fact that frg. 5 is written in B, and frg. 7 in both manuscripts, in 
the way in which fragments from the Council of 815 are normally presented in these 
manuscripts. Frg. 6 is marked in neither manuscript as belonging to the Council of St. 
Sophia. For these reasons it was impossible simply to repeat Ostrogorsky’s edition. On the 
other hand, I could not use Serruys’ text since Ostrogorsky had correctly added two frag- 
ments (frgs. 4 and 11 my numbering = frgs. 3 and 13 Ostrogorsky). Also I, myself, was 
able to add two fragments (frgs. 1 and 12) which had escaped both Serruys and Ostrogorsky 
because they are only Nicephorus’ paraphrases (not verbatim quotations) of lost passages 
from the Definition of 815. I also have corrected a few minutiae. I have no illusion that in a 
task where such outstanding scholars have erred I shall be able to present the final text. That 
will have to wait until after the critical edition of Nicephorus’ treatise is completed. All 
quotations, in this paper, from the Definition (including the florilegium) of 815 will be num- 
bered according to my own edition to be found in the Appendix, but, to make comparisons 
easier, the reader will find in the Appendix a concordance of the three editions. 

16. Frg. 14. 

17. Constantine V, Ietos I, frg. 2] ( Ostrogorsky p- 10) kal €ikwy €oTL TOD owpLaTos 
adtod Kai 6 dpros bv AapBavopev, popddlwv THv adpka abrod, ws Eis TUTOV TOD GwpaTos Exeivou 
yevopevos. Council of Hiereia: Mansi XIII, 261E-264C, quoted by Ostrogorsky pp. 21 f. 

18. Frgs. 12-13. 

19. Each of these quotations raises problems of attribution, of meaning, and so forth, 
into which we cannot go at the present time. To give but one example: the passage attributed 
in the florilegium to Basil (frg. 23) may actually be Gregory of Nyssa’s; see E. v. Ivanka, 
“Die Autorschaft der Homilien . . . ” B.Z, XXXVI (1936) 46-57. To make communication 
easier, I shall in this paper speak of “passages from Basil” or “from Gregory” or use the 
phrase “Basil or Gregory says” where precision would require clumsy formulae such as 
“passages attributed by the Council of St. Sophia to Basil or to Gregory” or “the Council of 
St. Sophia attributed to Basil or Gregory the saying . . .” I should like to state here, how- 
ever, that such formulae should not be construed to imply any opinion regarding authenticity 
or real meaning. In other words, at the moment we are not interested in the views of Church 
Fathers such as Basil or Gregory on pictorial images but in an analysis of the view on 
pictorial images which the Council of St. Sophia attributed, rightly or wrongly, to the 
Fathers cited. 

20. The “old passages,” ie., those already quoted at Hiereia, are our fragments 20 
(= Mansi XIII 309E where it is attributed to Theodotus of Ancyra); 22 (= Mansi XIII 
301 D where the fragment appears in much shorter form); 25 (= Mansi XIII 297A); 28 
( = Mansi XIII 300A); 30 A ( = Mansi XIII 292 D-E). Frg. 18 (Asterius of Amaseia) was 
quoted in 787 (Mansi XII 305B) but by the Orthodox, not by the iconoclasts. Incidentally, 
several of the prize pieces of the Council of Hiereia were omitted by the bishops of the 
Council of St. Sophia. In the first place, no Biblical passage appears in the florilegium as such 
— though two are quoted in a text attributed to Epiphanius. Secondly, Eusebius’ famous 
Letter to the Augusta Constantia was omitted from the florilegium—a fact specifically 
emphasized by Nicephorus. There were other less important cases of exclusion. 

21. A subsidiary (and connected) theme that occurs in many of our passages (20, 21, 
92, 28) are declarations in favor of the written and spoken word (over what is perceived 
by the eyes) which is apt to produce, in the listeners’ souls, the true image of Christ. I plan 
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to deal with this theme, which implies a preference of the sense of hearing over that of sight, 
in a different context. 

22. We see now that the other “epithets” contained in the Definition itself (above, 
p. 41) are also connected with the central thesis of the florilegium. If the Definition had 
called the saints “sharers in the form of Christ” (rots cuppdpdovs aitod dyiovs), we see here 
the influence of Epiphanius (frg. 30B, referring to Rom. VIII 29) and his theory of the 
virtuous man as Christ's image. If the Definition had called pictorial images soulless (dyvyos), 
just like frg. 28 of the florilegium, the reader is reminded of true images that are not 
“soulless” but are in fact the souls of the Just. Furthermore, we can now understand why the 
“old passages” (above, note 20) were taken over from the florilegium of Hiereia: frgs. 20, 
22, and 25 were indeed precious supports for the central thesis of 815, while frg. 30A was 
probably taken over simply because it was iconoclastic and was attributed to the same 
witness as the most important piece in the entire dossier of 815 (frg. 30B). The last 
reasons probably account also for the inclusion of frgs. 30C and 30D, which are unconnected 
with the central thesis of 815. What motives prompted the inclusion of frgs. 17, 27, and 29, 
I am unable to say. 

23. The Council of Hiereia had expressed, in one of its anathemas, what was to become 
the central thesis of the Council of St. Sophia, Mansi XIII 345C: ef ris ras rav dadvrev ay lw 
ideas ev eixoow ayvxors Kai dvavdors &€ VAKaY xXpwpdTwy dvacTyACdV emirnSetor pndeniay Svnow 
pepovoas, - - - - Kat ovxi by wGAAOV Tas ToUTwY dpeTas bua Tdv ev ypadais Tepi abrdv SyAoupEeVwY 
oldv twas euyixous cixdvas év éautd dvalwypapd Kai mpds Tov Spotov airois éx TovTov Sieyetperat 
CiAov, xaBws ot evOeor yudv Epnoay warépes, avaGeua. Yet the emphasis, in 754, lay on the 
Christological issues. 

24. Ostrogorsky, Studien, 40-45. 

25. Frg. 2 (ibid., p. 8). 

26. Frg. 24 (ibid., p. 11). | 

27. B 173b (lost in C): "EXeyxos xai dvatpory tod abéopov xa! doptotov Kai dévTws 
YevdwvUpou Opov Tod éxreHevTos Tapa Tav drooTaTnadvTwy THs KaHoALKHS Kal drooToduKAs ékxAnolas 
kat GAdoTpiw rpocepevwy hpovnpatt én’ dvaipéoe THs TOD Ocod Acyou cwrnpiov oixovomlas. 

28. C 56b-57a (B lost): dad’ dpiLovras pév obSév, rd dAACTpLov 8& dvacKevdoavres Kai 
drromeppapevor - . +» dvov Ebevto ravTeAds obdey odSE KaTETKEacay Ov yap eixov 5 Oyaovow . . . 
TO yap Weidos dopioTov Kal av’mapKxTov kal odx éxov Grou rote aTHcerat. Stvapw yoov dropacews 
Kal OTEpyoEws 6 Kat’ adTovs dpos povov meptexer, Décews Se ovSapds SAws Adyov KeKTyTaL OTE 
kwdvvevew pnd€ Opov dvopdlecba, elrep of Kupiws Spor ex THv Bécewy pGAXAov Kal KaTapartiKdv Adywv 
mpotagw Kal TO Ti elvac GAA’ ob TO Th py elvar TO troKeievov SyAOdVTES: Spos yap éoTW Adyos 
ovvropos SyAwtiKos THs ovalas Tod troKepevov mpdypatos .. . 

29. B 223a, C 50a: dan’ od8’ dv tis dvadavetn wore droxAnpwtixds Adyos bs emi Trav ddnOds 
dvTwy Kat eixovi€erOar mepxdTwv TO pev odtw ypadecOar Kwdvoeev, érépws 88 cixoviLerOat 
OVyXKwpnceEey. 

30. B 223b, C 50b: evredBev Aowrov ef’ dv 7a Suora mpdKerrat, TO KOLW] METEXELY THS TYETEWS 
ovveodyerOat ws Ta TOAAG Kal cvvavatpeicbat Kata TO eldos TOD AOyou TovToOV cuLBHcETAL. 

31. Aristotle, Categories, 7b 15-19. 

32. B 224b, C 5lb: 16 airy rév woddAaxas Acyopévov of wept Ta Toadra éoxoAaxores 
pacity’ rointiKov Te yap eivat Kal dpyavixov mapaderypatiKdy Te ad Kal bAuov Kal ere Mpos TOUTOLS 
teAixov. Note that Aristotle himself, in Physics II 8, 1946 b 26, uses Sos and Tapaderypa as 
synonyms to designate the formal cause (76 «80s xai rd wapdSeypa, todro S*éoriv 6 Aoyos 6 
Tod Tl jv eivar). Yet the separate mention of the exemplary cause together with the instrumental 
cause in Nicephorus ought to make it possible to define more closely the handbook of Aris- 
totelian philosophy used by Nicephorus in this and his other writings. 

33. B 224b-225a, C 51b-52a: éred otv xat 9 TOU Lwrjpos yuov "Incod (om B) Xpirrad 
cixav Texvnry Te (OM B) éori xal yepoxpytos, iva tddAXNa mapadpev viv, TapaoselyPaTLKOV alTLoV OvY 
erepov Tt) abrov Tov Xpiorov KéxtyTat HToL TO Kar’ adrov eldos. of Tolvuy Tod Wevdous Kabnynuoves 
dua THs Pwvys Tavrys [i.€., ‘Yevdwvunos’] Avpatvovrar ro Tod airlov Aoyw, tairov b€ eirelv dvatpodar 
TO GwyatiKoy €idos ato Kal’ 6 ) TovadTy ypady Staxexdpaxra. Tovrov Se ri dy yévoiro eis THY TOD 
Adyouv odpxwow dvapnpotepov; 
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34. B 261b, C QI1b: «i yap ai dperat trav ayiwy olovet (olov C) eixdves enw dua TO 
yo. dia Ta 
yeypappevwv deixvuvtar, Ta KaTopGobvra Tas dperas copata moow SikaloTepov Kata Tas ideas 
(eiSéas C) airév eixovierOar; dow Kai copa mpagews avayKawTepov TE Kal TYUMM@TEpOY Ws TA MeV 
évepyoovta, Ta dé évepyovpeva, Kal Ta pev amoreAovvTa Ta S€ amroreAOVpEVa, Kal aiTia Kal mpoTa 
airvarév Kat Sevrépwv trav (om B) épywv évrwv. ei yoov py taba otrws exot, Kai oiKos Kal vais Kal 
kdivy Tod KaTacKevdcayTos oiKOSOjunN Kal TEKTOVOS TYLMTépa. Kat at wey dpeTat ola mpdéas (mpaéts 
C) TVYXavovTat Tept Ta COMaTA TO ErLEKes Kal TPakTLKOV avTov TapadnAovaty, ai idséar (eiSéa. C) 
de aira Ta Gihpata yyovV avTovs To's dylous piv eudaviLovow broiol Te dvTes éTU'yXaVoY Kal OTs 
etavopias elyov Kal yevvaioryros. 

35. B 273a-274a, C 102b-103b: raira (ravry B) 8) wai ra cepata ols ws dpydvors 
xpyodpevor Tov Wuyav TO yevvaiov Kal dyzTnTov TapdoTnua éredeiEavto [1.€., of Gytor]: ov yap ay 
Tis emo. ws cwpdtov Stya SixfAncay . . . ei yobv tév dylwv Tas mpdges drocenvivery mponpyco, 
ériunoas dv Kal Ta ooOpara .. . ért Kai Ta TovTwY éxTUTOpaTa Su YpwudTwV TE Kal Gs ETEpws 
ypapépeva . . . ov yap axons dys Sevrépa 7) dobeveotépa ovde dpvdpdrepov Tav oiKetwy aicOyTOV 
dvtiAapBdveran » . « topev yap Symov aravres Ot ye dyes TOV aicOyTnpiwy TO TiLMTaTOV Kal Gvay- 
Kaiotatoy Tpavécrepov Te Kai d€vuréarepov (Tpaveotépay Te Kai déywreotépav?) Tov bromumTovTwy 
aidOnoe axoin av thy avriAnyew (ray tromamrévray . . . dvTiAnyw om B)- kat yap TO dKovoToV 
rd TOD Opatod reduce POaverOar, Kai Parrov épeAkiicerar TOV ddAov 4 dpacis daw Kal paddov 76 
éraywyov éye. On the hierarchy of the senses, see above, note 21. 

36. Origen, Contra Celsum VII 17-18 (ed. Kotschau, vol. U, pp. 234 ff.). dydApara 
88 kai mpérovra beh dvabypata, ody iro Bavatowy texvtdv KaTecKevacpéva GAN 7d Aoyou Geo 
Tpavovpeva Kal poppovpeva ey yuiv, ai dperat, pupnwata tvyxavovoar Tod TpwTOTOKOV' 

: 


> 


“dons KTicews, €v @ cote StkaLoovvys Kat cwdpoatvyns Kat dvopelas Kat codias Kal edceBeias 
Kal Tov Aourdv dperdv mapadelypara. év Tacw odv eoTL, Tois KaTa TOV Belov Adyov GupPpootrny 
éavrois Katacxevdcact Kat Sixatoovvyy Kal dvdpelav Kai codiay Kai evoeBeay Kat tov owroy 
dperav Tau KaTackevdopata, dydApata .. . Kat év éxdotw 8€ Tov Kata dvvap ékeivov Kal €V 
roUTw pupyoapevov éeoTw ayaApa TO “Kar” eixdva Tod KTigavTos, Omep KaTacKevafovar TH évopar 
bed kabapé xapdia, “pipnrat” yevopevor “Tot Beod.” Kai drakarAds TavTeEs Xprortavol dmolovs etToper’ 
Bwpors Kai broia mapeoticaper dydApata mepavra idpvecOar, ovx ayvya Kat avaicOnta ovde 
Sarpdvov Aixvov éPedpevovrwv rots dy yous Sextixd. dAAG tveipatos Feod, Tois cipnpevos aydApact 
Tis pers Kal TH Kar’ eikdva Tod xricavTos ws oikelors emSnpodvros: ottw S€ Kal TO Tvetpa TO 
Xpiorod trois, iv’ ottws dvopdow, cuvppoppos epiCaver. Note that even the quotation from Rom. 
VIII 29 (above, note 22) occurs in Origen. See Jean Daniélou, Origéne (Paris, 1948) 48, and 
George Florovsky, “Origen, Eusebius and the Iconoclastic Controversy,” Church History XIX 
(1950) 3-22, esp. 17. 

37. Gregory of Nyssa, De perfectione, ed. W. Jaeger (Leiden, 1952) p. 177 f. = P.G. 
XLVI, 256 A-B: ci S€v8pw tis 4} wétpa mpoonyopiay dvOpirov xaptoaito, dpa avOpwros éota due 
Tiv KAjow 3) TO utov 7 6 AlBos; od« Eat. Tabta, GAA xp) TpdTov civat avOpwrov, €i@’ obtws 
évopacbjvat TH mpoonyopla Tis Piaews. oOddE yap emi TOV bpowpdtuv at KANE TO KUpLOV EXOVOL, WS 
cl tis dvOpwrov A€you Tov avdpiavra 7 tmmov TO pipnya, adX’ el pedro. TL Kupiws Kal devdds 
évopalecOat, dAnO7A Seige evtTws THV mpoonyoptay 7 prats. 7 Se avadeEapevy THY pipnow VAN, OTEp 
dv otca t’yy, TodTo Kal dvopalerar, xadkos 7 AlBos 7 TL ToLodTov érepov @ éréBadev q TEXVN TO 
eiS0s mpos 76 Soxodv cyypaticaca. (This text was referred to by Professor Werner Jaeger, of 
Harvard University, in the discussion following the reading of my paper. ) 

38. One quotation of the florilegium of 815, that attributed to Leontius (frg. 19), even 
seems to imply that Christ looked different at different times. This was indeed a character- 
istic doctrine of Origen (see E. von Dobschiitz, Christusbilder, Texte und Untersuchungen 
zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, N.F. III [1899] 105 *) which was connected 
with his theology of the Incarnation. See also Erik Peterson, “Einige Bemerkungen zum Ham- 
burger Papyrus — Fragment der Acta Pauli,” Vigiliae Christianae I (1949) 142-162, esp. 
157 ff. The Persian tradition where the infant Jesus appeared to each of the Magi as being of 
his own age before he appeared to the three of them together as a baby thirteen days old 
(see L. Olschki, “The Wise Men of the East in Oriental Traditions,” University of California 
Publications in Semitic Philology XI [1951] 375-895, esp. 381-386) is a somewhat special 


case. 
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39. For Florovsky’s study, see above, note 36. Page 12: “. . . do we have here one of 
the original sources of the Iconoclastic inspiration, at least in its later theological form? Should 
we not explain the obvious popularity of the Iconoclastic bias among the learned bishops and 
clergy . . . on the basis of their Origenist leaning?” 

40. Ostrogorsky, Studien, 24-29. 

4]. Clement of Alexandria, Strom., VII 5 (vol. III, pp. 21 f. Stahlin): ein 8’av ovtos 6 
yrwoTtKos 6 ToAAOD agtos 6 Tipios TH Ged, ev @ 6 Oeds evidpevta, Tovréat 7 TEpi TOD Beod yvaors 
kaGépwrat. évtadéa Kat TO drekovicpa edpourev av, TO Oelov Kai aytov dyaApa, év 7H Stxaia Yry7, 
OTay pakapia pev attn Tvyyavy, dre mpoxexabappevn, paxdpia d¢ Suatpatropevn Epya. évravOa Kai 
TO evidpvToy Kat évidpvopevoy, TO pev ert Tov dn yvworuKav, TO b€ emi Tov olwy TE yevéerOat, Kar 
pndérw wow ako. dvadégacGar eriatypyy Oeod. mav yap TO wéeAAOV morevew morov Hon TO Oe Kal 
kabidpupevoy els Tysny ayadpa evdperov, dvaxeiuevov Be. Plotinus, Enneades, I, VI, 9 (ed. R. 
Volkmann, vol. I, p. 95): més dv obv (Sas yynv dyabiy olov ro KdAAOS exer; dvaye emi cavTov Kal 
iS€- Kay pw cavTov tdys Kaddv, ola ToinTHs aydApatos, 0 det Kadov yevecOat, TO pev adaipe, TO SE 
dmefece, TO S€ Aciov, TO Sé Kabapov éxoinoer, ews Edeiée KadOv emt TG aydApate Tpdcwroy, oUTW Kai 
uv ddatpea daa TepitTa Kai dmevOuve Oca oKoALd, boa oKoTEWa Kabaipwv épyatov civar apmpa Kal 
pn wavan TeKTalvwv TO Gov GyaApa, ews dv éxAduyy aor THs apeTis 7 Ocoedys dyAaia, ews dv (Sys 
uuppootyyy év ayv@ BeBdoav Bdébpw (quoted by Daniélou, Origéne, 49). For Porphyry, see 
E. Norden, Agnostos Theos, ed. 2 (Berlin and Leipzig, 1913) 345 (quoting a text from 
Hierocles which seems to be based on Porphyry). 

42. The question arises: Did the doctrine of the Council of St. Sophia prevail down to 
the end of official iconoclasm in 843? There are some indications that this was not so. If this 
doctrine was accepted and if therefore the saintly soul was the true image of Christ, then the 
iconoclasts of St. Sophia and their followers should not have objected to the cult of the saints. 
Yet an important hagiographical text, which has received far too little attention, the Vita St. 
Theophanis by Methodius Patriarch of Constantinople (ed. V. V. Latyshev, Zapiski Rossiiskoi 
Akademii Nauk, VIII’ série, XIII, 4, Petrograd, 1918), which was written under Theophilus 
(ibid., p. ix), contains a lengthy and highly interesting dissertation on the effective inter- 
cession of the saints (chs. XXIX-XXXII, pp. 32-85) and the explicit information that it is 
directed against contemporary opponents (ch. XXXII, p. 34, line 18: aicywvécOwoar évredbev of 
tas mpeoBelas Tav dyiwv obk éxdexouevor xtA.). It is probable, therefore, that just as under Con- 
stantine V (Ostrogorsky, Studien, 29-40), at least some iconoclasts under Theophilus objected 
not only to the images but also to the cult of the saints. Now V. Grumel, “Recherches récentes 
sur l'iconoclasme,” Echos d’Orient XXIX (1930) 99, shows that a third Iconoclastic Council 
was held at Blachernae under Theophilus and that it once again (above, p. 41) called the 
Eucharist the true image of Christ. It is possible that under Theophilus official iconoclasm 
abandoned the position of the Council of St. Sophia (815) and returned to the views of 
Constantine V, even accepting, unlike the Council of Hiereia (754), his hostility to the cult 
of the saints. 


APPENDIX 


DECRETUM CONCILIT ICONOMACHT SUB LEONE V ARMENO CONSTANTINOPOLI IN ECCLESIA 
SANCTAE SOPHIAE HABITI, CUM FLORILEGIO IN CALCE DECRETI ADIECTO. 


Libri: 
B = Paris. Graecus 1250, saec. XIII (XIV?), fols. 173a—332a. 
C = Paris. Coislinianus 93, saec. XV (XIIP), fols. la—159a.* 


Editiones Impressae: 
Serr = D. Serruys, “Les Actes du concile iconoclaste de ]’an 815,” Ecole Francaise de 
Rome, Mélanges darchéologie et dhistoire, XXIII (1903) 345-351. 


Ostr = Georg Ostrogorsky, Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Bilderstreites, 
Historische Untersuchungen 5 (Breslau, 1925) 48-51. 


/ a a A \ ‘\ / \ ? 
1. (B 176a-b). (év rovtw yotv 16 Soxodvre “Opw edPis pév Kai éx mpoowsioy Thy doéBeay 
3 ‘4 / \ \ 3 / \ 4 / N e A / 
ov rappnoidfovra, Katacxnpati€ovra: O€ tHv evoeBeay Kal KaTaxpwvvvovot Tus TOUS EavTady Aoryous 
‘ a s N , a / \ a \ a 
éreidy TovTo diAov Kat aivnbes Tois aiperiLovow' otTw yap Kai ’Apeavois Kat "Evvopuavois Kat adXAous 
, a A A / / \ ‘ 
aipeoiwrais ywopevoy Eyvwpev’ ols pipovpevor Gorep by Kowwvodvres TH éxelvwv KaKxodogia Kal avrot 
a / \ XN A 4 / 
én’ dAXorplos KaAdois éyxadAwmriLovra 76 yap puoikdy Tis dAnBeias KaAAOS odK ExovTes GOvElats 
A \ , , ” ”~ A Q A ry .Y A , 
Tit kal g€vats codildpevor ypavrat popdais. ... peta yap 8) Tatra... Ta THS ‘yvwpns 


Tapayupvooor kujpara., . .). om Serr Ostr 


¥ a > , \ “ > a \ > a 

2. (B 176b-177a ). ( ayovot ToLyapovy Els PETOUS TOV A€ovra €kelvov .. . TOV EK TOY 

’ , ~ , < , ” ‘ \ “Q b , en a ‘ XN 
Icavpwv tov SvgwVUpLwY Oppwpevov . . . , ETL UNV Kal TOV EXELVOU VLOV Kwvotavtivov. . . . Tept pev 


* , > a , a bd iO 1 \ > 7? A > ) § f ‘ 

obv TovTwy eixatopvOotvres ypdpovor Totadta drt) ovtor! tHv eio€Beray THs SpHodogov mioTEws 
“a e \ / 

dopdreaav Blov tynodpevor ryy rynv Tod 8 dv 7d Bacirevew EXaPov eLyrnoav Kat roAvayOpwrov 


2 


A / \ 6 Fo] 3 / a) / 4 5 
TVEVLATLKOV TraTepwv ~ Kat GeodtAwv erioxoTwy alpotoarvTes GUVOOOY 


4 auctor est Nicephorus verbum ofa de Leone III et Constantino V dictum 
esse, sed cum concilium in Hiereia (754) multos annos post excessum Leonis HI 
(+ 741) habitum sit, puto synodum Sanctae Sophiae (815) revera de Constantino 
V et Leone IV locutam esse (vide frg. 16). 

* rarépwy om Ostr 


~ a , a 
3. (B 178a, C 15b) Thy axépadov kai Gzrapdadotov, paAdov d€ eixeiv dypnorov Tolnow Kat 
a 4 QM ‘ , 1 , 
TpOOKVVnOLW TOV EKOVWY KaTeKptvaV, THY ev mvevpaTt Kat dAnGeia AaTpetav © poripnoarres, 


1Ev. Joh. IV 23. 


4. (B 183a, C 6b) ds Bevis mpooeAndAvbévar rais cixdow abrovs amo@avopevot. OM Serr 


yy, A 4 ‘4 A 
5. (B 184a, C 7a, 1lb) rs aivodos Kupdoaca kai BeBawoaca Tav dyiwy TaTepwv 7a 
a 4 
OedxAvta Soypata Kal Tals dytats olkoupevixats 2€} guvddois éraxoAovOyoaca ebayeoTaTous Kavovas 


eE€ero. 


1 8 ante olxovpertxais coll C 7a, sed recto 11b. 


* Codex C non est ex B descriptus, ut docebat Ostrogorsky, Studien, 47 (vide 
R. P. Blake, Byzantion XIV [1939] 14 adn. 1) sed ambo ex archetypo litteris 
uncialibus scripto fluxerunt (Paul Maas, B.Z. XXX [1929-30] 279). 
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6. (B 194a, C 19b) &6 Kat dxdpavros od év dAlyous ereow 4 exxAnoia Tod Deod pepevyxer, 
clpnvikOTEpov TO UanKoov puAatTopevn,+ 


 pvrarréuevoy libri: corr Serr 


7. (B196a, C 21b—22a) éws dv 16 Baorkevew && dvSpav eis yuvaixa perémece Kal TH yuvarxela 


, a A , , .Y » , 9 , 
dpedornte  exxAnoia Tod Oeod exnuaivero | axepioxerrov yap abpocpa ovvayeipaca apuabeordrots 
5 , ? , 
eriskoTrols emakoAov0noaca, 


1 érynuaivero libri: éroiualvero Ostr 


8. (B 206a, C 17a) rév dxardAqmrov ‘Yiwv Kai Adyov tod @eod Kara Tv odpxwow 8 
atipou | tAns Cwypadeiv edyparice, 
* 8 drluov Ostr: dia driuov libri (alterum 4- fort del C) Serr fort recto. 


i ba / td \ Ss / ~ 

9. (B 207b-208a, C 62b-38a sic!) rv re ravayiay @cordxov Kal Tors ovppoppors avrod } 

e 4 a 4 ¥ ) rel ‘ a ’ / 3/7 ’ 

aylous veKpais yxapaxtypwy oyeow avacTyAoty Kat mpookvvelOar dmrapadvAdktus e&€Oero, els 
a2 NN 4 , ld a 3 / / \ “\ ‘\ @ a“ 4 

avTO TO Kaipiov Sdoyua THs éxKAnoias mpookéfaca. Kal THY aTpETiKHY Auav 1 pOOKVVNCLV 
a A a a“ N a , 

érJohwoaca Ta TH Och tpérovta TH ayiyw JAN Tov eikdvev mpocdyerOat KaTa TO SoKodv eBeBaiwoev 


*abroé libri: avréy coniecit A. M. Desrousseaux apud Serr, sed vide Rom. 
VIII 29. 


10. (B 208b, C 34a) xai ravras adpdvus elas xapitos éurA€ous! eizeiv xateroApyac, 
Knpav te adas Kal Ovpiaudrwov ebwdias (mpoceveyxotca)* atv mpooxvyyjoe Biaia Tods adedcis ® 
dren Aavnoe 

1 éurdéous libri: Zurdews? 


* «poceveyxovoa addidi: mpocdépovea add Serr Ostr. vide frg. 15 rpocevéyées. 
* dopdrecs C 


ll. (C 35a) ef py Kuptos fiuiv, (A€yovres ), ovyKexpoTnKey Kal vavayoivra Koopov. . . 
KatakAvopov dpaptias AAenoe xa Sevrepov Nie rots Xpuorriavois éyapicaro, ds Kal thy Karavyida 
pe p naen Pp p Xap > n Y 
THS alpeoews avy TO Kevtpw Tov SiaBdAdAov auBrdvat éorovsace. OM Serr 
js aip B Kevrpy ye 


*lacunam ante xaraxdvousy statui, quam ex refutatione Nicephori (supra, 
p. 53, adn. 11) supplere ausus non sum. 


a , a a , 
12. (B 210a, C 36a) (adda yap rod ryAKovTov Bub0d THs wAdyns avatetpappevov Kai 
’ , \ > f A \ ) 7 Ly , 4 3 XS 308 
avaxekaAdumpevou Twas éy peow PevkTas Kal darnxeoTdtas wvas Ketpévas Tapadpapovres adroit emi 
\ ¢ , ¥ \ 4 ‘ a \ @ By \ Xs , . e \ , 
Ta emopeva amipey peTa yap on Tadta Kat erecfar abrots Kal dmodexerbar Tas lepas ovvddovs 
, / \ @ ? a Ld ? 4 6 tN a / ’ 4 
KaTappvaTrovrat, mpooektéov O€ Ort evTaifa womep ev Kataddyw ras tE cuvddovs drapiOpnovpevor 


oiton THS viv adTods parevoaperns EraipiKAs datplas pvyipnv ovddAus meroinvra: . . .) om Serr Ostr 


, aA a 4 A a 4 s 
13. (B 210a—b, C 36a-b) (& yotv 76 xaraddyw trav cvvdduv as Katéxpiay avtat} aipécets 
4 4 \ 4 > A 4 4 ‘ e 7s € a > 4 > / ‘ 
mpoayovres Towdde Tia mpocemipepovow) aAAG Taras wdAW Tas aipéses of Tals dyvyous eikdor Thy 
4 8 4 2 3 S a \ 2 A 5) , ’ , 3 oA , a > 
mpookvynow oovtTes ~ abopunv THs mp avray aromias éxapicavto,® 7 cvumeptypdpovres TH eixdve 
‘ 3’ 4 A 4 , ’ a , 4 a . \ 4 3 id 
Tov ameptypagov, 7) THY Gapka ek THs GeoTyTOs KaTaTéuvovTeEs, Kak TO KaKov StopOodpevor dréanpa 
, 4 
yap Tepipevyovres Gtomnpatt wepirinrovat. 


latrac B: a’rai C 
2 Sécavres C 


*nonne corruptum? 


14. (B 222a, C 49a-b) dOev jpeis rd ib rob) Séyparos eyxoAmwodpevor mv avbadds 
Soypaticbeicay dxvpov moinow tav Wevduripwv cixdvov Tis KaboduKAs exxAnolas éEootpaxilopey, 


1rd l6b rob C: rovovrov B 
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we 3 , 3 / , \ / f 

15. (B 225a-b, C 52a-b) od kpice axpitw pepopevor, dAAG Kpiow Stxatay Kata THy dxpitws 

eX T / 1 2 6 ” A > 7 , es 2 3 , ‘ \ ’ a 
uro Tapacotov éxpuvyfeicay tav eikovwy tpooKvynow opiCovTes ~ avaTperopey Kal TOV aUTOD 
, , 9 ~ € e , A ~ d 
avAdoyov aberotpev ws tmepBadAovoay TYysnV Tois xpwpact yapiodpevov, KaTa TO mpocGev ® 
’ , 4 “a \ , e ld / a 5 
elonpevov,§ Knpov Te Kal Avyvwv adas, Ovup.apatwv mpoveve(y)ges, ws Eros eizrety c€éBaopa Aatpetas.” 


*Tapacciov C: Tapaciov B 
*lacunam post épiforres statuit Ostr, sed ad dvarpérouer pertinet obiectum ray 
roinow Tor pevdwriuwr elxorey (frg. 14) 
"of. frg. 10 
‘xara .. . elpnuevory om Serr 
*geBaocuadarpeias libri Ostr: o¢Baopa (ra wdyra) darpeias Serr. intelligo 
reverentiam (oé¢Sacua = céBaois) adorationis, sed displicet clausula. 


16. (B 226b, C 53a) riv 8€ edayy ovvodoy 7 Geicav ev BAaye eV T@ VA@ TH 
; thv 8 ebayy atvodov tHv cuyKpotnMeicay ev BAayepvais ev TH va@ THs 
, 4 > NS aA “a , 4 
mavaxpavrov Mapbévov éi tév mada edocBav Bacik€wv Kwvorartivov xat A€ovtos domacius azro- 
/ ¢ b] a“ 7 2 a 3 \ \ b > b) , , 
Seyomevor ws €x TraTpikov Soypatwv dyupwHeicay axaivoTouyTaA TA ev aiTy Eupepopeva pvdAatrovTes 
9 , 4 \ oY N ~ 3 , , € , ¥ Y , 3 ~ , 
dmpookivytov Te Kal dypyotov Thy Tov eixévwy Toinow dpioper, cdwAa dé ravtas eizeiv Percapevor 
ra] \ \ 
1 KaKxov mpOs KaKOV 7 SidKpLots. 


‘eae sscr C, om libri infra (B 284a, C 64a). 


” ‘ 
coTl Yap Kal 


(XPHXET3) ! 


‘XPHCEIC addidi ex B 237a: dpxh ris TO» yphoewy dvatpomns, C 66b (in 
marg): apxH Tov xpjoewy. 


17. (B 236b. C 66b-67a) (apwriotny Kal Kpatiorny Kara EldoAwY mpoTiBeact ypHoW, ws 
putiorn pariory p 
3 5 ~ , » , 4 bid ’ nO 3 A ~ ’ , > X e 8 4 € 
é droorohxav Katapyopevor Siatagewy, packovtes OTL apxnGev aiTay Tov arooTohuwy eoTLV 7 OLaTacts 
A A a , , . 2 gs , 2 
mpos TOV TH TouKiAla Kal Bap TOV ypopaTwv xpopevov atTy 1.) Toivy éoo tov * SaxrvdAov prOpifov ” 
a “a ol a 4 ¢ ‘ a a 4 ‘ 
émi TH TOU OTavpod ypady. pevye TOV Gxoopov Koopov iva pn TOY THs TapaKors evdvoy Seppativov 
xiTava.* 
L or ° Se , 7 lib . 
airy scripsi: adrq libri 
* too rov B: éoorrar C 


3 Suduitovres (corr) C 
* Gen. III 21. 


, 2 , 
18. (B 94lb, C 71b) (detrepov yap rapayovow *Autépiov érioxoTrov "Apacelas ery papopevov 
’ a a , , A \ ‘ , ‘ 
év TH Tewonpévw ait "Exs Tov mAovavoy Kat Tov Adtapov Aoyw pacKovTa ovTws ) My ypade tov 
, 5) A \ »> aw @ , A > , 4 a i6. , 5 > € A 38 c& . 
Xpuotov: dpxel yap att 7) pla THs EvowpaTwcews Tarevoppooryy yv avlaipEeTus OL Tas KATEDELATO 


él 88 THs Yuy#s cou Baotalwv voyntés Tov domparov Adyov mepidepe. P.G. XL 168 B. 


19. (B 246a-b, C 76b) (mpodyovur yap pera tata Acovtion Twos Adyov TEpLexovTa OTws *:) 
Ev 8 ro? mpocedyeobar aitov éyevero TO eidos Tod mpoowroy adTob ws 6 HALOS Kal 6 inaTicpos adTov 
Aapapas eLactpartwv.® ols emipepe* A€ywv' Kadds ot xpwpardoypapo Lwypddor piay eixova rob 
Kupiov ypddewv od pepabjxacw. motav yap cixova iaxvovor ypayat; Thy év TO Bartiopate Hv 6 *lopédavns 
iSmv EppiEev; AAAG Thy ev TH Gpet HY OvX UINVEyKaV KaTavOnTAL Ilérpos xat *IdxwBos xat “Iwavvys; aAAc 
thy ev T@ oTavp jv 6 Atos Katavoncas eoxotiaOy; GAAa Tv év TH Tabw HV KaTaVOHCAaCaL at KaTW 
Suvdpes Eppréav; GAAG THv ev TH dvacTdce Fy Ore ° oi pabnrat Oeagdpevor od cuvaKav; ExTANTTEL pe 
opddpa es exaotos tov ® Aeydvtwy Gre éyw TO époucidioy * rob Kupiov Kxéxtnpat. Oédets TO Opotw- 


, qT 3 A , 8 2 A a > 8 ~ : > 7 N 9 t a x Ko 
cidiov * abtod krnoacba; © ev TH vy Tov aVTO KTYGAL' ELKOVL Yap ap.7/XAVOV ypadjvat tov Kupvov. 


1 Acovriov Nearokews THs Kimpov in marg C ° 8re non intelligo 
2 ra B: ro C “ror B: om C 
* Ev. Luc. [X 28. * éuowwaldiov: duowwoetd.ov B opowaeldnv C 


* émipéper C: émipépor ? B * krisagdar C 
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A A A oom , 9 f A 
20. (B 254b, C 84b) (évreibev éd’ Erépay ypjow ot ris “Iovdatkijs potpas tevrat @eodorov Tot 
a ~ , , ‘ > , € A 3 
ex Tadarias émypadopevnv tovvopa éxovoay Ode!) Tas rév ayiwv idéas * otk év eixoow && UAKOV 
“A , \ “a 3 aA \ 3 A 
xpopatwv Stapoppotv maperAjpapev, GAAG Tas TovTwy dpetas dia Tov ev ypadpais wept avToY 
/ Qs > , > , 3 / , 9 4, ‘ \ oe ’ a 
SnAovpEvwY oloV Tas eiyous eikovas dvapaTTecOas SebiddypeOa, Ex TOVTOY TPOS TOV OMOLOV aUTOIs 


“ A i“ A NX / 4 +] , 4 
Sueyerpopevor ChAov. éret eirdtwoay ot Tas Tordade dvacTnAobyTEs pophas Tolas apa €k TOUTwY 


A , , , 5 a re ’ 
KaTaroAavouey edcias; 7) €v rola dia THS TOUTWY avapynoEews avaywvTa” mvevpaTiKyn Gewpia; GAA 
’ \ A , 4 : . 

evdnAov ws patata 4 ToLavTn érivora Kai SiaBodtKAs peOodelas e’pnua. Vide Mansi XIII 309 E. 

" Oeodérou éemioxorov ’AyKipas in marg C 

* elSéas C 

5 é& UXuK@v: ex EvrdexOv C 

*éx rovrwy sscr C 


7 
> dvayovrat B 


, A A , , , > 4 
21. (B 266a, C 96a) (apoorbéacr yap Trois tpoAaBovor BaciAcwv Twa YedevKelas apxvepea 
4 ‘ 3 . A A 4 50 ‘ ra € / A wy be NX 
TapaTAGGaPEVvOl TA AVTU TOLS TOV TeETOLn“EVOY WeodoTOV KaTAa TMV ayiwy KEevohwrodtvTa. Exel O€ TA 
, @ N a A , > A ~ / aA 9 , 
mpopepopeva Wde 1), Tovs ev dpern yoov BeBuoxdras od Sa THs Ev ypOpacr TexvoupyiKys emaTHUNS 
A aA A eb , Q N aA A 4 4, > 
Tipav bei, Orep eotiv EAAnViKyS pvOoTotias avaTAacpa, GAAG bia THS ypadiKns Jewpias TovTOUs é€is 
? Pp 1 diel, 
/ a \ ”~ / \ A , A / 3’ “ “A ral 
dvapvynow €Akew Kai pipetobar tov SpjArov. Tis? yap av yevorto Tois GvOpwros ex THs TOV ToLMVvoE 
s / \ 4 A 5) , 3 , 
oppwpradTwv KaKkoTexvias eVepyecia, 7) TL Exor GeodirA€s TE Kal Timov TOV aWiywv 6powpaToV 
Pp x} 
4 
TEpLEpy ia; 
* Baotdelov émrioxdorov LeXevkeias in marg C 
2 rAs C 


22. (B 267b, C 97a—-b) (pera 8 ratra wapariéacw ’Apdiroyiou Tob && *Ixoviov Adyous ék 


a , 9 9 
1 roratta A€yetar *) Oi aytoe oi! 


A , X Ay , > \ f , > - ‘ 
TOV TreTrOLnMLEVOU aVT@ “EyKwulov eis TOV peyav BaotAeov, év ols Ta 
, a \ , Coa ’ , : ‘ ¥ a , a , @ e 
TpoodeovTar Tov Sid ypappaTwv pov eyxwuiwy, eyyeypappevor On TO BiBrAiw tov CovTwv, av 4 
Stxatoovvy mapa TO” Oc@ rwepiAakrar. Hels Se ypynlomev Trav da wéAavos ypappdtwv drws 6 vods 
€ a 4 ‘\ , , 3 ‘ BY , ‘ > >’ N , cid \ A 
yov diaypady THY ToUTwV pYHUnY eis KOWHY déeAELaY Kal Mpev dkpoatal TovTwv, Grav Su THs 
avayvacens TH akon TapaTéuTwpev * ws yap ex peydAov Oncavpod mpos oikovoplay Tas Eevepyecias 
AapBavomev Kat tAnpodpev Hudv Ta LoTEpHpaTa Tais ToUTwY moALTElats (Ov yap wAnpodTat axoy b:’ 
erufuptas Exovoa axodcat Thy TovTwy TeAewow). GAA’ ov xpwpact Tots Tivakt TA CTapKLKA adTOY 
mpoowna émipedcs qpiv éxtutoby dt. ob ypntopev TovTwv, GAAQ THv To'Twv ABAnow éxpipovpevor 
kat Tas dyabas mpdteas dSevrepodpev kal THv mpds Oedv cydayv Staypddopev Kal eopmev pupental tor 
ayabav mpakewy aitav, évtiévres TH ypady Tas TovTwY pyypas pera Odvatov mpos Tors dKovovTas 
Omus yveo THY év KOopw alTav dvaoTpodiy. 
Graece non extant, sed Syriace habes, vide K. V. Zetterstéen, “Eine Homilie des 
Amphilochius von Iconium iiber Basilius von Ciasarea,” Oriens Christianus XXXI 
(1934) 68 sq. Vide Mansi XIII 301D. 
*ra om C 
""Audthoxlov émixémou rob "Ikoviov ék rod éyxwulov Tob eis roy ayiov Baciteoy in 
marg C 
>79 0m B 
* raparéuronev C 


23. (B 275a, C 105b) (é&js 8€ rapadépover dwvas Tob peyadrou os dact Baotrelov ék Tod 
mept Tis Tot dvOpwrov yevécews "Eis 10 Kat’ cixdva Adyou mpwrov Siayopevotaas ! rode 2) *Ex py 
Tv TOD yevéerOar Kad’ Spotwow Svvapiew Hpiv éxapicato, otk av TH éavtdv eEovcia tHv mpds Ocdv 
dpoiwow éé€aneOa viv dé Suvdpe spas eroingey OpowwTKo’s @eG, Svvapw dé Sovs mpos Td 


e a A x44 ea > , 3 a \ ‘ sd f 9 a ? . 
oporotobar Och apie jas épydras civar THs mpds Ocdv dpouscews iva rédeos 2 Tijs Epyacias 0 
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puces, iva wn womep eikoves Ouev mapa Lwypdpov yevopevar eixj Kal patyy Keipevar OTav yap 
axpiBds penoppwpevny eixova (Sys TH TouxtAla Tov ypwuaTwv, od THV eixdva éralvels, GAAA TOV 
fwypadov Oavpales.* 

P.G. XLIV, 273 A-B. 


* S:aryopevoas C 

* rob peyddou BactAetov ex ris ‘E€anuépou in marg C 
3 rédcos ef C 

* Gavydtns B 


24. (B 277b—278a, C 107b-108a) ( éropeva rovros Tov tepov Tpryepiov tov Nvocaéwy } 
lepdpynv mapaxopiLovaw ws olovrar Siddoxovra obrws 2+) Myxére tyv cwpatwdn Kai Sovduxny 
popoynv ev TH ceavTod ricte dvaturwoy, dAAG Tov év TH 80€y Tod Tlarpos dvra Kat év poppy Deod 
imdpyovra Kal cov Ovra Adyov, rotrov mpockivel, Kal un THY TOD SovAoV popPyy. 


* pucadwy C 
* Tpnyoplov émaxérov Nvens in marg C 


25. (B 282b, C 112b) (émi 8 ra éxdpeva mpdiper év ols Exxertar Tod Oexydpov Tpryopiov 
éx tov ’Enav abrot piots éxovca tov8e Tov tpdrov!-) "YBpis riot exew ypwpact, py ev Kapdia. 
pay yap ev xpopacw ebyepds exrrdvverat, } St ev TH BADE Tod vods, éxeivy por rpoodiArs 7). 


Carmina Moralia 31, 39 sq. (P.G. XXXVII 913), vide Mansi XIII 297 A—B. 


1Tpyyoplou rod Oeodéyou ék rev "Eréy in marg C 
* rporgirets C 


26. (B 284b, C 1]4a-b) (évreibev én’ GAAqV pataoroviay perappvOuiCovrat pdoxovres: ) 
Twdvvyns 8¢ 6 Xpvadcropos év 76 eis ‘Pupavoy Tov paptupa.1 My yap roixous 6 Xpuotds meprypaderat, 
py yap dpBadpois 6 hpérepos Seoworyns Opatar. 6 ewds Seowdrys, pGAdov Se 6 Tay dAwy Searorns 
Xpucrds otpavov oiked Kali dcpov jwoxe, xal Gvoia tore Yuxy pos abrov dvavelovca, kal pia 
TOUT Tpopy TOV MioTEVOYTWY 7) GwTNpia.. 


Vide P.G. L, 616. 


1 ro) Xpvacoaréuov ex Tod waprupos ‘Pwuavot éyxwutov in marg C 


27. (B 286b, C 116b i g a éad iL map’ avrois éexrebe bra: 
: ; TOis Mporyoupevois TA érOpeva, Kal tap avrois exreHevta ToavTa 
Kai rddw 6 attés, (daciv), év 7G Adyw adrod 7G "Evs Tov ’ABpadp packer 1 of S& tpels dyyeAot 
«i a aA XN 
Sr. AGov mpds Tov ’ABpadp Kal rabra érotyoay ims ‘E\Ajvwv dxdvtwv paptupodvrat. of yap THv 
a 9 A > a a ‘ > 7 , a 3 , ‘re’ a / 
rov 2 TaAariwov oixoivres yqv Kai eixdvas ypapovtes tov” ceBaopatwv avTay TpEis ypadovow 
a ‘ . / Ld 
dyyéAous Kat tov “ABpadp, per’ abrdv* Kal THv Xdppay Kal pooxov Kal dXevpov’ Kat TavTa Oca 
a a » A a 
éyer 4 Tpapy Sia pédavos A€yovow exeivor 8.’ ayadpdrwv. tabra Sé elpyta iva od Tots moTois 
a a ~ la id 
80 EAAnvixay yivytas 4 mlotis: Hpeis yap mapa Tév Ewbev ob SexdpeBa Tas drrodeites. 
1 +00 aro éx Tod els roy ’"ABpadu Adyou in marg C 
? roy om B 


® rév om C 
‘verba rpeis. . . . a’rwy om, in marg add (sed éayyédous) C 


28. (B290b, C 118a) (ér paciv 67) "x6 obrus Kai év érépw Aoyw TO “Ers Tov SeapodvAaka, 
énrypaopevy A€yet} ei yap eixdva tis ayuxov dvabeis adds 7) pirov } ovyyevots vopifer mapeivat 
éxeivov Tov GareAOdvTa Kai Sia THs eixdvos abrov pavrdleras THs ayyov, TOAAG pGAAOV Hpeis dud 
tov ypapav tis Tav dylwv droAavopev Tapovoias, obyi TOY cwpdTwv adTév Tas €ikOvas EXOVTES 
GNAG TOV Yoxev Ta yap map’ abrév eipnueva Tov Yuxdv adrav eixdves eiotv. 

Vide Mansi XIII 300A. 


1oG ab’rod éx rod els Tay SecpoptAaxa in marg C 
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29. (B 293b-294b, C 12la-b) (xaroxvjoeé tis Taya ols mpocaravraow és 


a / 4 / a 

émpPadrew. . . . exer S€ ra mapa Tov trevavtiov! padiovpynfévta ottws'?) NetAov doxnrod 

~ \ N , , \ f ~ 

mpos OAvpmidwpov exapxov.® vymiades Kal Bpepomperés 7} ToLadTH epwTyots. wept TAaYTEWS THY 

> a fe) 4 ) XN \ , a N ’ 4 3 N aie , N \ 

OPOarpov ToiTo yivopevov, avdpds 5€ dpovipov TodTo paxpav ameéye ev yap TO lepareiw KaTa TO 

yd ~ 3 ~ 5 ? N 3 Le »y fd 6 5. ’ t ~ 3 06 

mpootaypa THS exkAnoLaCTIKHS TapadocEews oTavpoy eyyapagas apkeoOyti, dv ov otravpod éawOy 

a \ ’ cA 4 ‘\ \ \ a ¥ , 

mav TO avOpwmuvov yevos, Kal TO Aoirov Tov otKov AEvKaVoY. 


Vide P.G. LXXIX, 577 D. 


" évavriwy C 
* Neihou doxnrot éx ris émisrodys pds ’Ohuumiddwpov érapxoy in marg C 
*verba NefXou . . . érapxov om C 


30.1 (B 295b, C 122b-123a) (kai redevralas ris émereyvnBelons ? abrois Tepareias oiovel 
odbpayiéa émirievtes cuutAdoooVer xpyoets, cis pev “Exupdavioy tov Oeoddpov tov ris Kumpiov xara 
THY iepwovvny énynodpevov Wevdds Kai ddAoKOTws dvadépovtes. . .) 

* Hic invenies locos Epiphanio adscriptos sicut a concilio in ecclesia Sanctae 
Sophiae anno 815 habito adlati sunt. saepius autem difficillimum erat discernere 
utrum Nicephorus disiecta membra Epiphanii prompserit e Definitione concilii 
an ex ipsis operibus Epiphanio adscriptis, quae se praesto habuisse saepe asserit. 
ubi verba facit Nicephorus de opere quod Kara trav émirndevéyrwy xrd. inscribitur 
(infra frg. 30 B), se adferre dicit, ut videtur, nonnulla ab Iconomachis omissa 
(Hollii frga. 12-15, Ostrogorskii frga. 15-18). de locis ex Epistula ad Theodosium 
ipsa a Nicephoro excerptis, vide infra ad frg. 30 C adn. 1. editiones criticas frag- 
mentorum contra imagines Epiphanio adscriptorum habes a Carolo Holl (Gesam- 
melte Aufsdtze zur Kirchengeschichte II, Tiibingen, 1928, 356-363) et Georgio 
Ostrogorsky (Studien, 67-75) confectas. 


? émirexvnbjoas C 


f > A , a 
A. (B 296a, C 123b) (zpoyepifovrar obv ws 890ev "Emdaviov Atabixny mpds rods Tis 
3 , aA e A 1 / ne) 4 » 2 , e a 4 A \ 
éxkAnolas Tis avtod! rervtwpévyv, Wd€ ws Exovoav'?) THpocéyere éavrois Kal KparelTe Tas 
8 / a / ‘ + f 5 é \S SA 39 ? = > , % Noo3 , s wy 
mapadogets as mapeAaBere. py exkAtvynte Sea 7 aplorepa. ols émipeper Kai év TovTw pyynuny ExereE, 
, > J ~ x > , > , > > 3 , / x ry , a e , > \ 
TEKVG AyaTyTA, TOU py avadepey eElkovas ér’ ExkAnolas PTE ev TOls KOLLNTHpPLOLS TOV Gyiwv, GAAG 
é \ , m4 ‘A ‘\ 9 A / £ ry 5] > »” 3 > , > » \ 
la pynpys exeTe TOV Oeov ev tals Kapdtats voy, GAN’ ovTE Kat’ olkov KowWov ovk eLeoTe yap 
Xpioriave 8’ dfOadApov perewpilecOar Kal pepBacpd Tod vods. 
*rHs abrov: abrod C 
*’Emipavidov in marg C 


, ef rs e 
B. (B 298b, C 125b) (rovros érepov abrd epappdlovor Adyov ob émvypady ) Kara tov 
> 4 3 A a > 4 3 3 / a x ~ / , ‘ 
emitndevovTwv €idwrixG Oeong@ cixdvas cis dhopolwow Xpicrod Kal 74s Oeoroxov, paptipwv xa 
, ‘ a” a el 
dyyéduv Kat mpodytav. (B 299a, C 126a) (ypade 8 éfjs 6 roUruv SiSdoxados tatra:) iwyer 
“N .Y \ I ry *~ a, f A fd A , 3 \ 
Tous Kata TO GeAnpa Tov Oeod woArtevoapévovs twaTpiapxas Kal mpodytas Kal pipnowpela adrovs 
e ~ Q a aA > a 
iva Ovtws KabodiKys Kal drooroKis éxxAnotas viol dvopacOGper ciddow odv vopov Aadd. (B 299b, 
Cc 126b te 3 > 7f \ \ £9 BY , , , a (ad , 4 
) (dyotv:) cimdtwcav 88 Kat oi ddijdws tpexovres tis Trav dylwv TATEpwv XElpomroinTov 
, A , 7 as? , , , A coe N \ > al A 
MpooeKvyynoev 7 Tis Tois Wlors oEBety Tapeduwxev. Tis TOV dytwy Katadurwv Tov davexAtry ! rdodrov, 
\ ¥ 4 “a a 
THY ets Oeov EArida ev yvwooe, éavrov? Lwypadnoas mpookuveicbar éxédevoev; 6 Fryotvpevos ? trav 4 
/ ‘ , “A A ~ 
ev miores “ABpadp® ody pevywv ra vexpa Pidros Lévros Deod exAjbn; } Mwojs ovxt pevywv THV 
, , , ‘ a aA 
ToLavTAyY TAGYHVY YpvyoaTO THY Tapotcay ardAavow; (B 302b, C 129b) (émovvdrre rovaira: ) 
dAX’ épels poor OTe of Tarépes cidwda COviv éBSeAvEarTO, sets Sé Tas cixdvas TOV dylwy ToLodpeY 
> 4, “~ 3 a ~ al 
els MYNPOCWVOV a’TGY Kal eis TYLNV ExElVWY TatTa TpCoKYYODMEV. Kal TUVTWS yup Ta’Ty TH brobécE 
> / , e a ” ~ ¢ f+ ¥ N a , , , > 7 
eroAunoay tives tpdv Evdov Tob dylov olKov Tov Totxov KovidcayTes xpopaor SinAAaypévors eixdvas 


9 , ; No» ‘ Q , € eo oa \ \ 5) N « 7 6 A , 
avaturwoavtTes Ierpov kat “Iwavvov xat TlatAov ws ope kata rnv emypadny exaoTys ” Tov Wevdwvi pwr 
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cixovuy Uro THS pwpias ToD Cwypadou Kata TOV voty adrod TuTWfeicay. Kal mpoTov pev ot vouiCovTes 
év TOUTW TYLaY TOVs aTooTOAOLs pabeTwWoaY OTL aYTL THs TYAS wAEOV avToOt’s atysdlovet. TIatAos 
yap Tov Wevdavupor iepéa evuBpicas * Tolxov Kexoviapevov arepyvato.® odxoby cixdvas atTay Tas 
airév évrodas 8’ dperav orjowpev. GAN Epets Ore els tropyynow THs as aibrav Tas cikovas aitay ® 
Gewpotpev. Kal rod yap cot Tadta mpoevereiAavTo; mpontiacdpea yap Tovs TovovTovs STL ayvola 
dhepopevor xomiaow eixy. (B 304a, C 13la) (806 emi rois rpoxepevors edOds perorxoucOa PacKe 
yip ovrwct:) ofSayev yap, dyoiv “Twavvys,)® dru drav gavepwO7 spotor atta éoopeBa, Kai 
TlatAos 12 8 18 robs dyious cvppdpdors Tod ‘Y10} Tod Beod exjpvéev. (B 305a, C 132a) (6 8& 
Tis dmooTaTiKHs Tapavotas elonynTys Tols mponyoupevots mapatiberat Tadra:) wads obv Tos év S0éy 
péddovtas patdpivecbar aylous ev addéw Kal vexpd Kal dddAw OédrAas Spay, tod Kupiov A€yovros 
rept aitav écovtat yap, dyciv, ws dyyedot Ocod.1* (B 307a, C 134a) (aAd’ emi ra Aowwa rob 
ddpovos péerepe évOa ppdle) mas 8€ Kai dyyéAous mvedpata trdpyovtas Kal dei Cavtas év vexpots 
ypapwv mpookvvels, TOD mpodyrov t Néyovros: 6 moidy Tos dyyéAous adtod mvedpara *® Kai Tors 
Aetroupyovs airod mupos dAdya. (B 307b, C 134b-135a) (Kai A€ye) ieovoa Sé dre Kat Tov 
dxatdAnrrov ‘Yiov Tod Ocod twes ypadew éerayyeAAovrat, 0 Ppigat éote TO dxodoa Kal TO moTEdoat 
BAdodnpov. (B 213a, C 140b) (€kjs 8 dy ein ra breprebévra Tis xpyoews TovTOLs emiovvarteLy, 
év ols iovdatLwy pdoxe roidde ) rod yap cou Sérake CADwy ext rhs" yhs woujoat Gpovoy avrod Kat 
mpookuvely 7 Spav; abrn 4 Sidtagis Tod tovnpod, SfAov iva katadpovyons Scot. (B 314a, C 141b) 
(dxodovbov év ols Taira mapeyyvarar 6 Kevds ovros SiSdoKxados vroriHépevos.'®) Sei ody aire 
Lovie mpookvveiy, as elev, év rvedparte ai GAnbeia.!® (B 315b, C 143a) (rots 5é é&}s mpoxerpevors 
Tis Tapotans xpycews Kal émiBdAdev aicypov Kat ouwmay ovK dveKTOV. EXEL yap odrws’) py ovv 7 
yayypawva vounv eée °° 6 Ocds yap ev wdon TH TaAaG Kal Kawh Tatra dvatpel axpiBas déeyor: 71 
Kvpiov tov Oedv cov mpooxvyces Kal att@ wove Aatpevoes, A€yow Co éyd, A€yer Kuptos, Kai 
guol Kaper mav yovv.2? od Suvdpueba odv Svat Kuplots SovAevel,”? Cavre Kai vexpo: émikaTapaTos yap, 
dnotv, ds Kticua Tapa Tov KTicavta mpookuvncer ** rdvta yap Taira TEPLEXEL AUTOS Kal ov TeEpLEXETaL 


cof 
UTrO TLVOS. 


‘dveddrq B avexdirn C ™ 3e om B 

2 adrov C 4 Ev, Marci XII 25. 
* Hyovmevoy C 15 Ps, CIII 4. 

*rov C  ryedua C 

> aBpaav C 7 >As om B 

“éxaorny B S broriderat B 

* évuBpiaoas P C ” Ev. Joh. IV 34. 

* Act. XXIII 38. ” én C cf. IL Tim. 2:17 
° ras elxdvas a’rav om C *t Ev, Matth. IV 10. 
°T Joh. Ill 2. 2 Rom. XIV ILI. 
“ore om B 3 Ev. Matth. VI 24. 
2 Rom. VIII 29. ** Rom. I 25. 


C. (B 316a, C 143b) (éxaxodovbei yap éx Tis mpds Oeodoorov Tov Baorréa "Emipaviou d70ev 
émorodns xpjos. ...)+ (B 324b, C 152a) (évredOev emi ras Aouras TOV ev TO Spw avdrav 
TpooKepevas xXpHoes emioxepopevor Gmipev ev als ypaperat ro.dde ) Tis yKovoe ToLadTa THwTOTE; Tis 
rév madaav matépwv Xpiorod cixdva Cwypapycas ev éxxAnota 7) €v olKw iSiw xaréBero; tis év BrAots 
Oupav tov dpyaivy émoxorwy Xpiorov dtipdoas Lwypadyoer; tis Tov “ABpady kat “Ioadk kat Taxof 
Mocéa re Kai tots Aourots tpodrjras Kat matpidpxas, 7) Iérpov 7) ’Avopéay 7) “IdxwBov *Twavyny 
4 Taddov 4 rots Aourovs dzoardéAous év ByAas 4) ev Toixors Lwypadjoas odtws mapederypatice Kat 
CpiduBevoev; (B 326a—b, C 153b-154a) (rois mpoyeypappévors avvTarrovat tatra:’) ovy Spas, 
Geopirdéorare BactAcd, TO épyov od mpérov Og; 810 mapaxadd, Baorred GeoveBeorare Kal pcoTovnpe, 


A > ~ “a , A , N , 
macav 2 rAdvnv edéyxov TH ev cor Ljdw Oeod ev ddnOeta. dua orepeds gov vopmobecias peTa TpooTipov 
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€ 4 , , Noo 4 A , a A ug “A ¢ 
opiloperys ei Svvardv — moredw Se oti cay OéAgns ? ev OcH Stvacar — dws Ta BHAG Orov av * eipeh 
A N ¢ “A , A ry , “A A A , N a 
éxovTa Wevdas pev Opws O€ 7) GrooToAwy 7 TpopyTav Cwypadias 7 avtot tot Kupiov cat Xpicroi, 
aA , , > ‘ 3 ~ sv i J > “a “A tA 3 ‘N ~ 
raita mwavta ovAAeyevTa a0 exkAnoiwy 7 Bamtiotynpiwy 7 olKLoV 7 papTUpLwV Els Tad7|VY TTwXOoV 
, g \ N32 , \ , a Q \ 3 J , aA 
mpoxywpnoe,” Ta S€ ev Tolyos dia ypwpatwv AevkavOjnvar Ta Oe ev povoaplw mpoAnpOevta ypadpivat, 
2 dn be 8 8 43 \ A 2 , 5) 1 oobeEL e N 5° Mcod / ye a 
éereidn O€ ° SuoxEpes ETL TO TOLODTOY avacKevacpa, ev TH SobEian Gor VTO Tov ‘ Meod codia cid€vat Tas 


+ & 3 \ \ “A > A * A ” > XN 3 , 3 A a 
mpootdges. e pev Suvatov Tatta avackevacOnva, ev av éxou et b€ advvatov, apKxecOnvat rots 


, 8 ‘ , \ ¢ aA ¢ 7 X N € e€ , , 6 IAA ” > 
TpOyEeyOvoc., Kal PNKETL TLVA CwYpageELy OVTWS Kal yap Ol NMETEPOL TaTEpEs OvdEV GAO Eypaov, Et 


N N a A A N , A n , ‘ A 
LN TO Onpetov, TOO Xpicrod Tov aravpov, év tals Eavtov ® Oipats Kal wavTaxod. 


* Hic adfert Nicephorus et alia fragmenta epistulae Epiphanii ad Theodosium 
(Holl, frga. 19, 20, 21, 28, 31; Ostrogorsky, frga. 22, 28-30). quae autem non ex 
‘florilegio’ concilii anno 815 habiti, sed ex epistula ipsa prompsisse testatur: 
aha Ti det wrerdywy wovwy 7 Woda Kapvery Kal mpayuara E€avTois mwapéyew, é&dv Tots 
Kara THv émioToAny yeypaumévos axpiBéorepoy émiBadovras éxeiOev Edetv Goris Tore 
hv 6 TavTns maryp (B 322b, C 150a-b). deinde (B 324b, C 152a) ad “florilegium’ 
his verbis redit: évred@ev éml ras Nowras Trav évy TO Spw adrov mpookepevas ypHoes 
éemioxevdmevot drier. 

* raoay bis scr C 

5 GéXes C 

* gay C 

* rpoxwpnaes C 

* sé om C 

"rot om C 

"ex mpoyeypaumevos corr C 

*abrév B 


D. (B 327a—328a, C 154-155a) (Aoury yap Kai reAevTaia TeV wap’ aitois Tapevnveypevwr 


, 4 N 4, N s 9 / 
1 Os "Emipaviov werAacrovpyntat mpos "Iwavynv tov ’AtAlas 7 éxicxomov 


TApOpapTEe YpHnTEwV HTLS 
3 , 3 4 3 , 3 A ry de \ A > 7 , —? e€ a . 
emcyeypapperyn éemiotoAy amayyeAdovoa ® roadra:) ‘O d€ Ocds THs Elpnvns momjoe pel” HUdv KaTa 
A > al a > \ A N ~ ¢ \ N , e A A A \ 
Thv avTovd piravOpwriav eis TO GuvTpiBHVaL TOV Zatavav vro Tovs wodas Tuov Tov Xpiotiavov Kat 
4 


3 ral aA tA \ > XN NX ~ N , + € wn ~ A aA 
drobwyOnva tacav mpopac.w Tovnpay eis TO pn oXLTOnvat * TOV avvdecpov ef *paVv THS TOD Xpiotod 


’ , > , Q > , \ 9 A J XN os , 9 A , » er \ >’ la 
aVvUTOKpLTOV ayaTys Kal elpnVns Kal OpOAs micTews Kat GAnOetas. ered S€ HKOVoD OTL TIVES EyOyyvoaV 
@ e A Cd > A 8 , e A ., 4 ‘ of , A B AAA A nN 67 5 ~ A 
Kal? pov ore év TO SiaBaivey yas ext Tov aytov Torov THs BeOnA Tod cuvayeAacOjva”? TH OF 
/ € ” > 4 , \ , ’ \ , , , \ 
TyuoTyTL ws nAPopev cis THY KoUNnY THV Acyopevnv ’AvavOa ODcacapevor AVXVOV KaLOMEVOV Kal 
bd / Nw > J > > A , > id XN aA a A > ld e 
épwrncavres Eyvwpev éxkAnolav eivar ev TH TOmw. eivEepxopevor SE Tod edyny EmiTeAEoat edpopev 
A A , . t , , , 4 ea , oe ~ 
Bidrov év 7H Gvpa Bamrov ev w eCwypadyto dvdpocixedov Te cidwroedes’ 0 EAEyov Taya OTL Xpiorod 
> XN ) , A en aA € 4 > N 4, °’ \ 4 \ xa N cd J a) \ > 
qv TO EKTUTMpA 7) EVOS TOV Gyiwy Ov yap pepVnpat. eyo Deacdmevos Kat eidws OTL pUGos eoTiy eV 
- r , A 6 7 5 ‘ E aN \ ix 2 s 2 a A , r U4 e 
EKKAnoia ToLadTa ” eivar Seeppnga avto Kat ovveBovrevoa audidcat év a’T@ wevyta TEAEUTHCAVTA. 0! 
\ , ” i (Me a 8 ? , > A 207 ‘\ a ‘ a aN FT , 8 , 
Se yoyyvoavtes EAeyov' eben atrov dAAGEa x Tav idiwy TO BHAov mpv } atto" cyion.® Kaito. ye 
? a e , ¢ 9 >’ > a 3 A 9 e > , N Aa 3 A N N > a? 
€400 vrocyopnevov OTe dvtT’ a’tod docTeA@ ” Erepov, EBpadvva S€ Tod arocretAa dia TO dvayKaiov 
oA , N >» \ , ’ , , A 9 ¢ « >_ 7 , 
pe Cnreiv’ mpocedoxwv yap aro Kimpou drocréAAcoOai pot. viv obv Omep evpov ameoreAa. Katagiwoov 


10 


* a A , a / , \ a 9 , No: , \ 
OVV KeAevoat TH mpeo BuTepw TYHS TWAPOLKLas deEacGat Tapa TOV avayVvwacrTov TO aTeoTaApevov. Kal 


a 4 4 N za @ A 5 a > , / A A a 4 X 
TapakarX@, mpoaTtagov iva py Toladra amAotrat ev Tais exkAnoials’ MpeTE yap TH OF TyMOTHTL Tept 


1 12 


‘ , \ a \ A / A A 4 a a A 
mavtwv ppovri¢ew Kal axpiBoroyeiv 1! rept rav cuppepovtwv TH TOD Ocod éexxAnoia Kai Tois Aaois. 


relris C 

2*Airelas C 

® drayyévovea B 

‘ cxecOjva B 

* suvayeNacbeitvac C 
* raira B 

“abrés B atré C 
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® droaréddkw C 

% gvayrad C 

™ axptBel Aéyor C 

%Docet V. Grumel (Echos d’Orient XXIX, 1930, 98) Theodorum Studitam, 
in opere quod inscribitur “E\eyxos xal dvarpom) rév doeBGv romnpdrwv "Iwdvvov, 
"Tyvariov, Lepylov cai LZrepavov rev véwy Xpisropaywy. . . . , duod re kal ris doeBots 
vroypapns (P.G. XCIX, 435) subscriptionem episcoporum iconomachorum anni 815 
servavisse (ibid., 465 A-B). sed si ita est, videri non potest cur Theodorus sub- 
scriptionem concilii una cum opusculis iconomachis refutaverit. veri similius puto 
poetas illos subscriptionem a se compositam, subscriptionem ipsius concilii fortasse 
imitantem, in calce opusculorum suorum addiddisse. sed cum res incerta esset, 
textum subscriptionis hic adiungendum esse putavi: ‘Yroypady. Th drocrodKy 
kal warpixyj Sidackadia émrduevos cal rH THs éxxAnolas Beopobecia weiOduevos Tas Te 
ayltas Kai olkouuertkas EE guvddous adrodexduevos Kai rhv évy Braxépvas xpornbeioay 
auvodov Kxal rhv ravrys émixupwrixny dOpoiwGeicay Kai rots vn’ avdrais éxredetou 
dpOo0ddéors Soyuaowy érdpevos Kal éupevwy robs re wap’ avray droBAnOevras droBaddduevos 
kal rovs bx’ abré&y dexbévras (decxévras Migne) dwodexduevos wacay elxovixny rolnaly 
re kai mpooxtvnow aberav, rov 5é brd Tapaclou otddoyor droBaddduevos Kal rods BH 
o’rws @xorvras dvadepariCwy vréypaya idioxelpws. 
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Ed. Ostrogorsky Ed. Alexander 
(fragmenta (fragmenta 
numerantur secundum numerantur secundum 
Ed. Serruys Ostr. ) editionem meam ) 

vacat vacat ] 

habet 1 2 

habet 2 3 

vacat 3 4 

habet 4 5 

vacat 5 vacat 1 
vacat 6 vacat 
vacat 7 vacat 1 
habet 8 6 

habet 9 7 

habet 10 8 

habet 11 9 

habet 12 10 

vacat 13 11 

vacat vacat 12 

habet 14 13 

habet 15 14 

habet 16 15 

habet 17 16 

vacat vacat 17-30 (florilegium ) 


en 
1 Vide supra p. 58 f., adn. 15. 


